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Prologue 

It is a well-known fact that Indo-European linguistics is a fairly late 
creation of the inquisitive Western mind. Its beginnings go back no 
further than to the early nineteenth century, or, if one wishes to 
give a more precise date, to 1816, when Franz Bopp’s epoch- 
making treatise on the conjugational system of Sanskrit, Greek, 
Latin, Persian and Germanic was published, and of which Bopp 
himself gave a revised English version under the title Analytical 
comparison of the Sanskrit, Greek, Latin and Teutonic languages, 
published in the London journal Orient and Occident .’ Through 
the ingenuity and sustained efforts of three generations of scholars 
the new science amassed an amazing store of theretofore 
undreamt-of insights into the history and prehistory of the so- 
called Indo-European (=IE) languages. So overwhelming were 
the results obtained that at the beginning of our century, when the 
first volume of Brugmann’s Grundriss - which summarized the 
state of the art in the field of phonology - had since 1897 been 
available in a second edition already, and his Kurze vergleichende 
Grammatik, issued in three parts 1902-4, presented to the learned 
republic a succinct account of the whole field of IE grammar, it 
could with considerable justification be assumed that all problems 
had been solved, that even should new material come to light, it 
would not be older than the material of the languages known 
already, and that in consequence hardly any changes could be 
expected in the results already obtained. 

A most interesting witness to this fin de siecle mood, Antoine 
Meillet, summed up his view of the situation in the first edition of 
his Introduction of 1903 in the following statement: 
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En un sens au moins. il semble qu'on soit parvenu a un terme impossible a 
depasser: il n’y a pas de langue, attestee a date ancienne ou recente, qui puisse 
etre ajoutee au groupe indo-europeen; rien non plus ne fait prevoir la 
decouverte de textes plus anciens des dialectes deja connus . . seule, une 
trouvaille d'espece inattendue pourrait apporter des faits qui renouvellent 1'idee 
qu'on se fait de l'indo-europeen; il ne vient plus a la grammaire compareei des 
langues indo-europeennes de materiaux vraiment neufs. (p. 410 f.) 

Seldom was an eminent linguist so swiftly and so devastatingly 
proved wrong as Meillet. In point of fact, his statement had 
already at the moment of being written down been disproved: 
Knudtzon’s work on the Arzawa letters, published 1902, a year 
before the Introduction, brought conclusive proof that une 
trouvaille d’espece inattendue had in fact occurred in the Near 
East, and so a new language, attestee a date ancienne had to be 
added to the Indo-European family; and even if the new results 
remained for the time being disputed, the final proof produced by 
Hrozny at the end of 1915, that the Hittite language in Asia Minor 
represented indeed an archaic IE language of the second millen¬ 
nium b.c., could no longer be overlooked. And even earlier, in 
1908, the Tokharian language discovered in Central Asia could 
also be shown to be a new, even if not so old, IE language. In 
addition, several Iranian languages and/or dialects were also 
deciphered, languages of which earlier scholars had had no 
inkling. 2 

No wonder that in the last, posthumous edition of the Introduc¬ 
tion of 1937 (by Benveniste) the passage quoted above appears in 
the following modified form: 

En un sens, on etait vers 1900 parvenu a un terme impossible a depasser: il n’y 
avait pas de langue . . . qui put etre ajoutee au groupe indo-europeen; les 
inscriptions grecques, indiennes, etc., . . . trouvent leur place dans les series 
etablies et n'apportent que de nouvcautes de detail; les nouveaux textes 
pehlevis manicheens, les textes sogdiens et ‘saka' . . . elargissent et precisent la 
notion qu'on avait de 1'iranien sans la transformer. La decouverte imprevue . . . 
du 'tokharien' . . ., n'ajoute pas autre chose que des details ou des confirma¬ 
tions . . . aux theories deja etablies. Meme une trouvaille d'espece inattendue. 
et qui fournit des donnees sensiblement plus anciennes que celles offertes par 
les anciens textes vediques. iraniens ou grecs, n’a pas renouvele l'idee qu'on se 
fait de l’indo-europeen; le hittite . . . n'oblige a rien changer d'essentiel aux 
doctrines exposees ici; il eclaire nombre de faits, mais il ne transforme pas la 
theorie generate . . . (479 f.) 

It is fascinating to observe with what tenacity Meillet clung 
throughout his life to the views acquired at the age of thirty-five. 
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One can almost hear him say after another thirty-five years: I must 
admit that, contrary to my earlier view, new languages have 
indeed been discovered; but even now I must repeat what I had 
said earlier: they have not changed our picture of Indo-European, 
their data could without difficulty be fitted into our earlier picture. 

And it is undeniable indeed that up until the middle of our 
century there were only two points at which major modifications 
had to be given place in the old structure. In 1927 the young Polish 
scholar, Jerzy Kurylowicz showed that Hittite had brought proof 
positive of the correctness of the laryngeal theory of Saussure and 
Mpller. And in 1932, Kurylowicz and the Norwegian scholar 
Stang showed independently of each other that the Hittite Middle 
made imperative a new interpretation of this diathesis in Indo- 
European. 

Some further changes came towards the end of the fifties: in 
1957, at the Eighth Congress in Oslo, Martinet increased with the 
help of the componential theory the number of laryngeals to ten, 
and Jakobson, exploiting some implicational universal, pointed 
up the necessity of modifying certain prehistoric reconstructions. 

Nevertheless, it can be stated as a fact that major upheavals, 
revolutionary innovations first appeared at the beginning of the 
seventies, that is to say roughly in the last decade and a half. It is 
these new trends which will be discussed in this paper, in the 
following fields of IE studies: 


I Phonology 
II Accent 

III Morphology 

IV Syntax 
V Lexicon 

VI Stratification of PIE 
VII Homeland 


I Phonology 

1. It would have been not unreasonable to expect that in 
phonology the laryngeals should show a lively development. 
Surprisingly enough, the exact opposite has happened. After the 
unrestrained multiplication of these sounds at the end of the fifties 
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a wide-spread slackening of the general interest could be 
observed, and an increasing number of researchers have, from 
conviction or resignation, been finding one laryngeal quite suf¬ 
ficient; 3 in Europe, it is mainly in Southern Germany and Austria 
that the three laryngeals of the ‘Classical’ theory continue to 
prosper, and that with ever more refined features. 4 

Closely corresponding to the expansion and contraction of the 
laryngeals was the ‘development’ of the vowel-system. If there are 
several laryngeals, the system can obviously make do with fewer 
vowels, perhaps even with only one, which in fact means none, 
since the function otherwise borne by vowels is taken over by 
laryngeals. Accordingly, the main-stream doctrine of our century 
(1930-70?) acknowledged only one vowel for the parent language. 
But with the recession of the laryngeals an expansion of the vowels 
had to go hand in hand. It is of great interest to note in this 
connection that the question so hotly debated in the sixties 5 - 
whether one or several Caucasian languages had one vowel or 
none - can now be regarded as settled in favour of a two-vowel 
system as the minimum; see for Abkhaz, Hewitt 1979: 259, and for 
Western Caucasian in general, Zekox 1984. 

2.1. In contrast to this stagnation, a lively, even feverish activity 
has taken place in the subsystem of stops. 

As is known, on the strength of the system found in Sanskrit, 
already in the last century a subsystem of four types of stop 
articulation was reconstructed for IE, and from the nineties on, 
five places (and/or types) of articulation were assumed. But in our 
century slowly a reductionist trend got the upper hand. 

In this process it is less important to note that the so-called 
‘gutturals’, of which since 1890 three series had been postulated, 7 
later were frequently reduced to two series, 8 by some even to a 
single set. 9 

More important is a different development. In 1891 Saussure 
observed that the Indian TA th, in some cases, originated in a 
sequence t + coefficient sonantique. Cuny, who in 1912 had merely 
repeated this observation,in 1924 (REAnc 26, 171 f.) extended it 
to the other TA, and in 1926 this step was taken independently by 
Pedersen also; this doctrine was then adopted by Kurylowicz as 
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early as 1927. 10 All this created an entirely new and theoretically 
remarkable situation. 

2.2 For the net result of this discovery was a system which, from 
the point of view of general linguistics, was bound to appear as 
difficult, if not downright impossible. Martinet (1955: 115, 136) 
pointed out that MA are only attested where there are also TA. 
And at the Oslo Congress (1957) Jakobson expressed his views 
even more decidedly: 

no language adds to the pair Itl - Idl a voiced aspirate /dh/ without having its 
voiceless counterpart /th/ while Itl, Id/, and /th/ frequently occur without the 
comparatively rare /dh/ . . .; theories operating with the three phonemes Itl - 
Id/ - /dh/ in Proto-IE must reconsider the question of their phonemic essence. 
(1958: 23) 

Accordingly, those who wished to retain the three types of 
articulation had to try to find some way out for the MA. Thus, 
e.g., Klyckov (1963) wanted to see in dh an original t'\ a lax 
voiceless aspirate; Illic-Svityc (1968) derived the IE set t-d-dh 
from a Nostratic set t’-t-d; Hammerich (1956) defined the MA as 
emphatics, i.e. laryngalized stops, in which voice was irrelevant; 
Gamkrelidze (1967) suggested that they were comparable to the 
glottalized stops of Proto-Kartvelian. 11 

2.3. Of the several diverse possibilities suggested, in the end, at 
least for the time being, the last named glottalized stops (or 
ejectives) have emerged victorious. 

Oddly enough, they were perceived by Martinet as the solution 
to the problem as far back as 1953: in his paper on Semitic 
consonantism (1953: 70 fn.) he thought that the IE series d,g,g w 
could have been 

le resultat d’une evolution a partir d'une serie plus ancienne de glottalisees sans 
representant labial, 

the explanation of this restriction being (69) that glottalization is 
not easily reconciled with labial closure: 

car la cavite comprise entre la glotte et les levres est tres vaste et ses parois, les 
joues sur une large surface, ne peuvent etre rcndues uniformement resistantes 
que par un effort supplementaire. Tout ceci explique assez bien que /p’/ soit 
nettement moins frequent que It’l ou /k’/. 
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2.4. But as far as I can see, the new theories which were to have 
great success in the seventies, were not triggered off by Martinet’s 
ideas. They first came from the Soviet Union where the Georgian 
Indo-Europeanist and Caucasologist Thomas Gamkrelidze in 
conjunction with the Russian Indo-Europeanist Vjaceslav V. 
Ivanov subjected the reconstructed consonantal system of Indo- 
European to a ‘typological verification’ (1973: 150). 12 

The Soviet scholars start from certain typological studies of the 
Georgian linguist I. G. Melikisvili reported in her dissertation of 
1972: 

Nach neuesten sprachtypologischen Untersuchungen . . . tritt im paradigmatis- 
chen System, das die Opposition stimmhaft/stimmlos unterscheidet, in der Serie 
der stimmhaften Verschlusslaute als markiertes Glied das velare (nicht das 
labiale) Phonem auf, in der Serie der stimmlosen Verschlusslaute aber das 
labiate (nicht das velare) Glied. Gemiiss diesen Gesetzmassigkeiten ist die 
Liicke (leere Stelle) in der Serie der stimmhaften Verschlusse in der Regel nur 
an der Stelle des velaren Verschlusses /g/ zu finden, wahrend sie in der Serie der 
stimmlosen Verschlusse nur an der Stelle des labialen Verschlusses Ipl 
nachzuweisen ist. (1973: 152) 

These findings are important for the traditionally reconstructed 
IE subsystem of stops which can be presented in the following 
form (151): 

I II III 

(b) bh p 

d dh t 

g gh k 

In the voiced set (b) is posited to indicate the uncertainty 
concerning the existence of this phoneme in IE. It is indeed stated 
(151) that: 

Dabei gilt die stimmhafte Serie als defektiv, da in ihr das labiale stimmhafte Ibl 
fehlt bzw. hochst selten vorkommt. Es gibt in den historisch belegten Sprachen 
keine sicheren Gleichungen fur den Ansatz dieses Phonems. 

This idiosyncratic feature can, however, be clarified in the light of 
the general statements quoted above: 

In Cbereinstimmung mit diesen universal giiltigen sprachtypologischen Zeug- 
nissen miisste man die erste Serie der idg. Verschlusse mit dem fehlenden 
labialen Glied als nichtstimmhaft (d. h. stimmlos) erkliiren und das herkomm- 
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licherweise rekonstruierte gemeinidg. System der Verschlusse reinterpre- 
tieren. . . 

Aufgrund des seltenen Vorkommens der Phoneme der ersten Serie im 
Vergleich zu den Phonemen der dritten Serie und in Anbetracht der Liicke 
(bzw. ausserordentlich geringen Haufigkeit) beim labialen Glied scheint es 
moglich die traditionellen stimmhaften Verschlusslaute (erste Serie) als glottali- 
sierte Phoneme zu interpretieren, die traditionellen stimmlosen (dritte Serie) 
aber als stimmlose aspirierte Phoneme. 

So that the scheme of IE stops given above has to be replaced by 
the following diagram (’indicates glottalization): 

I II III 

(P’) bh ph 

t’ dh th 

k’ gh kh 

As can be seen, the only reason given for the replacement of the 
traditional M phonemes by the new glottalized ones is the 
(alleged) absence or rarity of the voiced labial stop and the 
(alleged) ability of the glottalized stops to explain this defect. This 
ability might be considered convincing if it were absolutely 
unconditional, but this is apparently not the case. For according to 
the authors’ own statement (154): 

Die reinterpretation der Serie III . . . als stimmlose Aspiraten . . . fiihrt zur 
Interpretation der Phoneme der ersten Serie ... als glottalisierte Laute (und 
nicht als reine stimmlose Laute), da gemass neuesten sprachtypologischen 
Zeugnissen in einem System mit der Opposition aspiriert/nichtaspiriert im 
Bereich der stimmlosen Phoneme eine Liicke nur beim labialen Glied der 
aspirierten Serie zu finden ist,in einem System mit der Opposition aspiriert/glot- 
talisiert dagegen das labiale Glied gesetzmassig in der Serie der glottalisierten 
(nicht der aspirierten) Konsonanten fehlt bzw. hochst selten vorkommt. 

This means that series III, for which the voiceless aspirate 
character is postulated on no cogent grounds, is itself the reason 
for determining series I as glottalized - because in a system with 
the opposition aspirate/glottalized it is the labial member of the 
glottalized set that is absent or very rare. 

In spite of this argument being anything but cogent, one further 
advantage is claimed for the new system, i.e. that it 

die Beschrankungen typologisch plausibler wird erklaren konnen, die der 
Struktur der idg. Wurzel auferlegt werden. (153) 
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As is known, the IE root is subject to two important restrictions, 
i.e. that on the one hand a sequence M-M (e.g. *bed-), on the 
other the sequences MA-T and T-MA (e.g. *bhet-, *tebh-) 
respectively are not allowed. 13 

The first restriction is now said to be cleared up by the 
observation that in systems with glottalized stops (e.g. in Cauca¬ 
sian languages) the sequence of two such sounds is not permitted. 
The second restriction, the absence of *bhet-/*tebh-, is explained 
by the observation that in languages with glottalized stops two 
aspirate phonemes differing in voice (e.g. *bheth-l*thebh- in the 
new system) are incompatible within a root, while, if they are both 
voiced or unvoiced (e.g. *bhedh-), they are freely admitted. 

These various properties of the glottalized sets also explain the 
peculiar developments in languages with so-called sound-shift. In 
series I the voicelessness is retained but the glottalic character is 
given up. The aspiration is likewise given up in series II but 
retained in series III which later leads to spirants. This means that 
the so-called sound-shifting languages (Germanic, Armenian) 
have remained much closer to the IE consonantal system than the 
others, e.g. Latin or Greek, which carried through much more 
significant changes in the IE system. 14 

2.5. Around the same time, and with almost identical reason¬ 
ing, a very similar solution was offered by the American German¬ 
ist Paul H. Hopper (1973, cf. now also 1977, 1982). In a first step 
he argued that, phonetically, the so-called MA could not represent 
either voiced aspirates or sounds which differed from the non- 
aspirated M by simply being tense or fortis (148); adopting 
Ladefoged’s analysis (1971: 9 f.) he then opined that the MA were 
most likely murmured stops (150 f.). If now a treble articulatory 
contrast is assumed for the IE system, several typologically 
plausible alternatives emerge to the traditional system: 

The optimum one, it seems to me, would be a system containing two voiceless 
and one voiced stop, perhaps with a contrast of aspiration in the voiceless stops, 
or perhaps with one of the voiceless stops glottalized. For a number of reasons 
[sic/], the most probable alternative system to the one posited traditionally is, I 
believe, one in which the murmured stop is the only one marked for voicing, 
and the assumed plain voiced stop is glottalic. (152) 
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The traditional system 

I II III 

d dh t 

is thus replaced by the new system 

I II III 

t’ d t 

which, in spite of the slightly different notation, is in fact identical 
with Gamkrelidze’s, especially if we bear in mind that the latter 
regards in his later work the aspiration of the two aspirate sets as 
optional. 

2.6. The salient point is in both systems the glottalized set which 
is to replace the traditional M set. This is done for typological 
reasons, although both systems are admittedly constructed without 
any cogent proofs. Furthermore, Hopper also assumes (158 f.) 
that the glottalized phonemes can account for the root structure 
constraints, and (161 f.) that Germanic and Armenian were not 
languages which went through a sound-shift but languages which 
preserved uniquely archaic elements. 

2.7. These new ideas have - quite in accord with Kuhn’s theory 
of paradigm change - already aroused considerable interest and 
found a number of adherents. 15 

Among the first to accept the new doctrine was Allan R. 
Bomhard, who had in a number of studies examined the prehistory 
of Indo-European and its connections with Semitic or Afro- 
Asiatic, and greeted the reinterpretation of the IE stop system in 
its variant offered by Hopper with great enthusiasm. 16 Normier, 
on the other hand, adhered to the Gamkrelidze-Ivanov variant but 
in a slightly altered form t’ dfi th, so that the MA is in fact 
the combination of an M with a voiced glottal spirant (1977: 172); 
there was of course no sound-shift in Germanic (186). The 
reconstruction a la Gamkrelidze-Ivanov has been welcomed by 
Mayrhofer also (1983: 147-53). It is less surprising that their 
system should have met with the approval of the Georgian linguist 
I. G. Melikisvili (1980); she attempts to provide a securer 
foundation for the reconstruction of glottalized phonemes with the 
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help of statistical observations concerning the structure of the IE 
root. 17 

Two younger researchers deserve special mention on account of 
their having contributed some new viewpoints to the debate. 

The Dutch Slavist Frederik Kortlandt starts from the hypothesis 
of Werner Winter (1978), i.e. the assumption that in Balto-Slavic 
the lengthening of the root-vowel in such cases as Lithu. esti ‘eat’, 
s'esti ‘sit down’, b'egti ‘run’, etc., is to be explained as ‘caused 
purely phonetically by a following IE M; Kortlandt says (1978: 
107): 

elsewhere I have shown that Winter's law provides immediate comparative 
evidence for Gamkrelidze and Ivanov's theory . . . Thus the glottalic articula¬ 
tion of the vowel in Latvian pqds ‘footstep', nuogs ‘naked’ directly continues the 
glottalic articulation of the following consonant in the reconstructed roots *ped-, 
*>iog"- (**pet’-, **nok'“'-).' K 

The Leningrad comparatist, Leonard Georgievic Gercenberg, 
treated in his study of the reconstruction of IE prosody (1981) this 
problem also. After an exhaustive review of recent attempts 
(including Illic-Svityc’s, mentioned above 2.2) he first suggests 
(150) that the system of Gamkrelidze-Ivanov is the most satisfying, 
although he would prefer replacing the glottalized series, which 
exhibits a feature unknown to the IE languages, with a series 
characterized by the feature intensity. But then he proceeds to 
present a reconstruction of his own (157 f.) which is based on the 
assumption of a four-member musical accent system. The four 
tones are, in their turn, based on two distinctive features, i.e. (1) 
height or force respectively, and (2) laryngealization or pharyn- 
gealization respectively. Feature (1) led to a mobile accent, and, 
with consonants, to reinforcement, while feature (2) led, with 
consonants, to aspiration, with vowels, to lengthening and other 
laryngeal effects. With these assumptions it is sufficient to 
postulate two types of articulation for the IE consonants, most 
likely voiced and voiceless, i.e. D:T. 

It is interesting to note that only a few years earlier R. Schrodt 
(1976: 296) presented the same view, although he assumed that the 
subsequent development was not determined by the accent; 
according to Schrodt, the MA first emerged in morpheme-initial 
position, e.g. in roots with a or a, i.e. He or eH, so that MHe gave 
MAa and MeH Ma-. 
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2.8. The new trends - especially in the form of the glottalized 
theory - have, as noted, already attracted considerable following. 
The resistance is for the time being rather weak and muted; 19 
whether it will gather strength and momentum cannot as yet be 
predicted. But even at the present time some points need be 
stressed so that they can be eliminated or, on the contrary, lead to 
a reconsideration of the traditional positions. 

2.8.1. It is usually asserted that the prime motive for the 
assumption of glottalized sounds is the critical position of the M b. 
This was particularly pungently formulated by Hopper (1973: 
144): 

a surprising gap in the labial series, the plain voiced stop Ibl being absent. 

And there can be little doubt indeed that the step envisaged 
demands a point of departure of this kind. For, if b exists, even if 
only in very restricted numbers, then the typological argument 
loses much of its force. Oddly enough, the existence of b is 
nevertheless conceded, even if only unwillingly; in the paper just 
referred to, Hopper speaks in another passage (155) of ‘the rarity 
or absence of the phoneme Ibl in PIE’. 

This ambivalent stance has recently been again given expression 
by Gamkrelidze (1981: 604 f.). According to him, there is no 
language in which the features traditionally assumed for Proto-IE 
would be present; to mention just one point: 

The main feature in this respect is the absence in the voiced series of the labial 
unit Ibl. 

Gamkrelidze then goes on to say: 

It has long been shown that there are no unambiguous instances for . . . Ibl, and 
we can thus speak of the total [sic] absence, of a gap, in the place of Ibl in the 
voiced series. There are some forms which have been interpreted as having PIE 
Ibl in noninitial position such as Goth, diups, Lith. dubus , but these correspon¬ 
dences are restricted to a very small group of dialects and are highly 
questionable. 

As against this and similar statements it cannot be stressed 
strongly enough and often enough that this is an unacceptable 
distortion of the facts. Mayrhofer who, as has been noted already 
(see 2.7 above), accepts Gamkrelidze’s position, has nevertheless 
reasserted (1983: 146) that b is not completely wanting, although it 
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is doubtless rare; he still believes in the existence of IE *bel- 
‘force, strong’, and for medial position in the correctness of the 
usual analysis of Lat. lubricus, Ilbo, Goth, diups, etc. And the 
number of examples with b in internal position is much higher; it 
would in fact be a useful exercise to collect all instances of it. 20 

But even at the present time the correct summing up of the facts 
is as follows: initially b is rare, perhaps not to be acknowledged at 
all; but internally it is vigorously represented. This means that the 
very foundation of the glottalic theory becomes more than 
somewhat shaky. For even if b should be absent from the anlaut - 
a phenomenon whose cause would yet have to be discovered - its 
existence in the inlaut is sufficient to guarantee it for the stop 
system; and this shows up the typological argument as completely 
bogus. 

2.8.2. The existence of MA as a phonetic entity is also time and 
again energetically called in question either on the grounds of 
alleged phonetic, that is to say articulatory difficulties (see 
Hopper, 2.5 above), or because a three-member system D-D h -T 
is said to be unattested, and therefore typologically not in order. 

2.8.2.1. Concerning the articulatory objection - which centres 
on the thesis that aspiration must be something quite different in 
the case of voiceless aspirates from what it must be in the voiced 
counterparts - Allen rightly avers (1977: 241) that 

this does not mean that the feature 'aspiration' is not applicable to both of them, 

on the contrary: 

there is . . . strong historical phonological evidence that the aspiration of the 
voiced and voiceless aspirates, in Indo-Aryan, was one and the same feature 
(243), 

cf. Grassmann’s law in such cases as cakhana like jaghana, or 
kumbha- from *khumbha-, cf. Avestan xumba-. 21 Ladefoged’s 
view that ph-bh contain two different features, is rejected by Eli 
Fischer-Jdrgensen also (1975: 385), and according to Miller’s 
report (1977: 40), the Austin, Texas, dissertation by R. Prakash 
Dixit (1975) on neuromuscular aspects of laryngeal control 

dispels the myth that voiced aspirates are 'murmured'. It is just as accurate to 
speak of ‘voiced aspirates’ (with regular voicing, i.e. vocal fold vibration, 



SZEMERENYI - INDO-EUROPEAN LINGUISTICS 


13 


maintained throughout the aspiratory period) as it is to speak of ‘voiceless 

aspirates'. 

In any case, MA (or breathy voiced plosives) are now firmly 
established for Ancient Armenian and Modern Armenian dialects 
(cf. Szemerenyi 1972: 133; Allen 1977: 242 fn. 11), for the West 
Indonesian language Kelabit in Sarawak, Borneo (Blust 1974). for 
Modern Indo-Aryan (Chatterji 1964: 407 f.), and they no doubt 
exist elsewhere also. 22 

2.8.2.2. The general typological objection is also invalidated by 
counter-examples: the set D-D h -T is attested in Kelabit (Blust 
1974), and, included in the set D-D h -T-T h , it is found in the 
Indian subcontinent. 23 But note also Allen’s dictum concerning 
typologically exceptional instances (1977: 245): 

like uneven distributions of phonemes . . . typological oddities are an occasio¬ 
nal untidy fact of life. 

2.8.3. The much-vaunted advantage of the new theory, i.e. that 
it can explain why root-structures of the type T-MA and MA-T 
are prohibited, is an advantage we can do easily without. It has 
long been recognized that the simplest explanation of this con¬ 
straint is in articulatory assimilation. In other words, a sequence 
T-MA was assimilated to MA-MA, and MA-T also became 
MA-MA; cf. Saussure's teaching reported by Meillet (1912: 160 f.) 
and referred to by Benveniste (1935: 171 1 ); Cuny 1912: 128 f., 
esp. 130 (:T-MA >MA-MA but MA-T >T-T!); 24 and recently 
Miller 1977: 32. 

This old explanation is supported by two further observations. 
First, roots of the structure MA-MA are found in great numbers, 
which suggests that they have absorbed roots of different types. 
Secondly, the restriction does not apply after initial s-, as is shown 
by, e.g., the frequent type sT-MA, cp. *steigh- ‘ascend’. The 
obvious explanation is that the type T-MA which originally had 
also existed but in consequence of the assimilation to MA-MA 
disappeared from the system, was not assimilated after a prefixed 
s- (:the so-called s mobile ), since the spirant 5 blocked the 
development of a second spirant (with h), cf. Miller, loc.cit. 25 

2.8.4. Ejectives are by nature voiceless sounds, in fact strongly 
voiceless sounds, see Ladefoged 1971: 23-31; 1975: 113-18; 
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Ruhlen 1976: 39 f.; Maddieson 1984: 100, 120. This is frankly 
admitted by many. Thus, e.g., Gamkrelidze in one of his latest 
papers (1981: 605) asserts that 

the gap at the labial point of articulation in PIE gives evidence of the original 
nonvoiced character of the series in question. 

And when Hopper (1973: 160) states that 

glottalic stops, being articulated with supraglottal air-stream only, are in a sense 
outside the voiced/voicelcss contrast, are therefore neutral as to voice, 

one would like to know how these sounds were capable of 
undergoing the numerous changes expected of them. 

For, as indicated already, it is regarded as basic that the most 
faithful continuation of the primeval state of affairs is to be found 
in Germanic and Armenian, in languages which until recently 
appeared to be far removed from the parent language. Other 
languages, which so far have been considered to be very close to, 
perhaps almost identical with the parent language, must now be 
derived from the new proto-language and its phonological system. 
Such researchers as Hopper (1973: 161 f.), Kortlandt (1978: 108 
f.), Gamkrelidze-Ivanov (1980a: 32 f.), as also Normier (1977: 185 
f., 207 f.) describe in great detail the changes involved. According 
to them, the ejectives p't’ k’ developed in Sanskrit and Greek into 
b d g but the question is never faced, let alone answered, how the 
strongly voiceless ejectives could change to voiced stops, although 
it is well known that especially word-initially the unaspirated stops 
are among the most stable known. 26 Hopper (1973: 162) assumes 
as the antecedent of the historical Greek and Latin stop systems a 
prehistoric set t - d - th but behind this system lay in his view a 
system with three voiceless stops, viz. again the only point 

that interests him is that there is ample typological precedent for 
such a system in diverse Amerindian languages but not how the 
alleged changes could come about. And yet there can be no doubt 
that it is precisely this question which is of paramount importance; 
this is the question that must be examined with great care if the 
various alleged changes are to be regarded as something real, and 
not just efflorescences of an exuberant paper linguistics. 27 
2.8.5. At this point we must also note that the geographical 
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distribution of glottalized stops is anything but favourable to the 
assumption of such sounds for Proto-IE. They appear only in the 
Caucasus, in Africa and in America, that is to say only in areas 
where Indo-Europeans with certainty never lived in ancient times; 
cf. Ruhlen 1977: 146; Maddieson 1984: 100 f. 

2.8.6. In a paper of 1983, Mayrhofer opines that 

eine Widerlegung der “glottalisierten" Systeme offenbar nicht moglich ist (149), 
and considers that 

die typologischen Argumente fiir . . . doch zu iiberwiegen scheinen und dass 

ihnen bisher nur Einwande, aber keine Widerlegungen gegeniiberstehen . . . 

(152) 

In the light of the numerous difficulties shown up in this section I 
find such a view hard to entertain. The very starting point - the 
alleged absence of b - has turned out to be a non-starter, and the 
alleged ease with which the root-structure constraints were to be 
explained has also gone up in thin air. And surely it would have 
been the duty of the reformers to show that their objections to the 
old system were cogent and that the cure of necessity had to come 
from that quarter where they suspected it was to be found. This 
they have not done, and summing up I can only say that the 
counter-evidence marshalled by me seems so weighty that a 
complete rethinking of the issues is imperative. 2711 


II Accent 

1. As is known, 28 the foundation for the study of IE accent was 
laid by Bohtlingk’s treatise entitled Ein erster Versuch iiber den 
Akzent im Sanskrit (1843). The possibilities opened up by this 
study were soon indicated by Benfey who shortly after (1846) 
enunciated a general principle of accentuation: 

der Akzent (Ton) urspriinglich nie auf der Stammsilbe, sonder auf der den 
Wurzelbegriff modifizierenden stand. 

Already in the following year the French scholar Louis Benloew 
formulated a similar principle, according to which in every 
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polysyllable one syllable was spoken musically higher, viz. that 
syllable which gave the word its last, special form, e.g. the 
augment, the suffixes, etc. This was the principe du dernier 
determinant which Benfey claimed for himself. In 1854 Bopp also 
advanced in his book Vergleichendes Akzentuationssystem an 
equally far-reaching principle: 

die weiteste Zuriickschiebung des Tons fur die wiirdigste und kraftvollste 

Akzentuation gilt, 

but it was pretty generally rejected, and since then no general 
principle has been put forward. 

2. This does not mean of course that no important discoveries 
have been made since. Verner’s law of 1876 introduced, beside 
Sanskrit and Greek, Germanic as a new important witness to the 
place of the accent in IE. Perhaps even more significant was that in 
the eighties, on the strength of such correspondences as Gr. thea, 
theas : Lithu. alga, gen. algos ‘wages’, Bezzenberger and others 
postulated the existence in the parent language of acute and 
circumflex intonations. These intonations flourished for half-a- 
century before Kurylowicz tried to bring them down from their 
pedestal (cf. 1932, 1934), and although the attack has been 
repulsed by many, especially by Baltists and Slavists (lately by, 
e.g.. Garde 1976: 3, 304 f., 427 f., 458 f., 465 f.), it has also gained 
support (cf. Kiparsky 1973: 829, 844). 29 

3. Concerning inflectional accent for a long time only tax¬ 
onomic investigations were done and classifications advanced. Hirt 
(1929: 219) distinguished three accent types: 

(1) mobile principal accent on penult and last syllable: Gr. 
podes, podon, 

(2) fixed accent on the last syllable: Gr. theos, 

(3) fixed accent on the first syllable: Gr. nomos. 

Of greater importance was to become the distinction in the noun 
of two accent types which Pedersen (1926: 23 f., cf. 1933: 21 f.) 
labelled flexion hysterodyname (Gr. pater ) and flexion proterody- 
name (Skt. sunu-h ) respectively; they were identical with Saus- 
sure’s flexion forte - flexion faible (Memoire 187, 194 f., 205 f.) but 
found only with Pedersen’s new terms (renewed?) interest. The 
labels denote two types of accent movement: 
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(1) between suffixal syllable and flectional ending: pater/patros, 
i.e. 

(2) between root-syllable and suffix: --/---. 

This idea was taken up, and in some points corrected and 
further developed by the Dutch Indologist Kuiper (1942). But it 
was clear from the outset (cf. Kuiper 1942: 9) that two types could 
not cover everything. We can regard as a late blossoming of such 
further reflections the five-class taxonomy of the Erlangen-school 
which came to the fore in the seventies; binomial forms (:root + 
suffix) can be classified as follows: 

I aerostatic: accent throughout on first syllable 
II proterokinetic: accent on anlaut/suffix 

III amphikinetic: accent on anlaut/auslaut 

IV hysterokinetic: accent throughout on last syllable 
V mesostatic: accent on suffix. 

This terminology, initiated by Karl Hoffmann, was made acces¬ 
sible to a wider public by his pupils (Oettinger, Eichner, Schind¬ 
ler) and by the Freiburg Indo-Europeanist Helmut Rix. 30 

4. However, this in itself meritorious taxonomic innovation has 
in the last decade been eclipsed by the work of an American 
scholar who, influenced on the one hand by the massive accent- 
ological works of Kurylowicz, Stang, Dybo, Illic-Svityc, and on 
the other by the methods of transformational grammar, has put 
forward studies governed by causal considerations. Since I have 
already mentioned the French accentologist Garde, I may be 
permitted to quote this outstanding expert at the beginning of our 
discussion: 

Cet article constitue l’une des plus remarkables syntheses jamais tentees des 
problemes d’accentologie i-e. (gr., skt., lit.). II propose pour une foule de 
problemes divers une solution economique fondee sur un principe unique. . .; 
l’auteur distingue deux classes de themes, . . . deux classes de desinences . . . 
Sur tous ces points, et sur beaucoup d'autres concernant l’accent proprement 
dit, nous adherons aux vues de . . . 

The young scholar who is so enthusiastically praised in this passage 
is Paul Kiparsky, who was born and brought up in Finland but has 
been working at MIT for many years now. In the paper of 1973, so 
lavishly extolled by Garde, the author gives at the beginning a 
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brief outline of his aims, an outline which is full of splendid 
perspectives: 

In IE languages with mobile paradigmatic accent, fixed oxytones and movable 
athematic stems are accented by the same rules. When applied to syllables as 
accentual units, this rule generates the Sanskrit accent patterns. When applied 
to moras, it generates the Greek accent patters - including as a special case of 
mobility the paradigmatic alternation of acute and circumflex. A modification of 
the same rule accounts for the extension of mobility to originally oxytone -o- 
and -a-stems in Balto-Slavic, and for the rise of the Balto-Slavic acute and 
circumflex accents. 


As mentioned already (2 above), in this paper Kiparsky follows 
Kurytowicz in denying the existence in the parent language of 
different intonations. But the importance of the paper lies, to my 
mind, elsewhere, in the determined effort to outline the diverse 
lines of development which led to the various accentual patterns in 
Indie, Greek, and especially in Balto-Slavic, as can be seen from 
the quotation above. These problems are also discussed in the 
subsequent papers of 1977 and 1981, jointly authored with Morris 
Halle; in the latter paper they offer (161-80) an alternative analysis 
as against Garde’s system, and in putting forward this analysis they 
again assign Baltic and Slavic the principal roles. 

5. We can be confident that the new methods and results will 
lead to many more exciting insights in this particularly difficult 
field of IE studies where the workers are not too numerous. But 
before concluding this section I should like briefly to refer to a 
recent work which again opens up new vistas. 

I mean Klaus Strunk's work on Indian pluti , i.e. the appearance 
of a morphonologically unmotivated overlong vowel mostly in 
word-final syllables, e.g. in vocatives, in interrogative sentences, 
etc. Cp. agna3i ‘O fire’ for normal ague (earlier agnai ); samitd3r ‘O 
Samitar’ for samitar', adhah svid asi3d upari ‘was it above?’ Strunk 
shows that pluti was an intonation signal used in emphatic speech 
(hence in vocatives and in questions). It would be the first time 
that something could be recaptured of this elusive suprasegmental 
feature whose importance was clearly recognized by Brugmann 
1918: 12. 
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III Morphology 

1. Gender. 

The most striking characteristic of the IE noun, the system of three 
genders, was, as is known, 31 traced by Meillet to a two-class 
system, mainly because in the archaic inflectional classes mascu¬ 
line and feminine are not distinguished in the flection (cp. patir - 
miter), but they are jointly differentiated from the neuter. When it 
was recognized that Hittite had only two classes, animate and 
inanimate, Meillet concluded that the third gender, the indepen¬ 
dent feminine, was late and developed in different areas to a 
varying degree, in Hittite not at all. Pedersen (1938: 14 f.) 
energetically rejected this doctrine, and in fact the question is still 
not settled, although in recent years the view has been gaining 
ground that Hittite separated out at a time when the two-class 
system was still generally in force, see now Neu 1983. 

2. Feminine. 

But if the feminine is relatively recent, how did it come into being? 
From Brugmann on it has often been repeated that the differentia¬ 
tion of the feminine started from the noun *g w ena ‘woman’ (and 
*ma ‘mother’?). In recent times this view has gained a forceful 
champion in Andre Martinet, according to whom the feminine 
spread from the demonstratives, notably from *sa, but these 
obtained their -a from *g w ena (1957); so now also Villar 1974: 
333-44; Risch, 1980: 263. 

In my view, this explanation cannot be upheld since the original 
form of ‘woman’ was *g w en-, and the expansion of this form to 
*g w ena already presupposes the existence of a feminine -a. It is no 
use pushing the problem further back by saying that *g"'ena got its 
-a from the pronoun *sa since the pronominal *sa and *i, the 
feminines of *so and *i-s, show the same formative principle, i.e. 
lengthening or a laryngeal ( *so-H or *se-H and *i-H)-, in the latter 
case the laryngeal was used as a mark of sex, later of gender. This 
would be true of the thematic formations in -o-l-a as well: their -a 
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could represent -oH or -eH, just as -H-u have been traced to -iHI- 
uH? 2 

But since there are very good reasons for not postulating 
laryngeals where there is no trace of them in Hittite (see n. 3), it 
would be better to try to make do with normal resources even in 
these formations. In other words, the neuter plural endings -a, -i, -u 
should be traced to -o-a, -i-a, -u-a which were (after shortening of 
the final?) contracted to -a, -l, -« 33 and later could also be 
shortened (in sandhi) to -a (not shwa!), -i (cf. *wikmti), -u. As is 
known, similar contractions have to be assumed for the instr. sg. -6 
from -o+e, for the masc. dual nom-acc. -6, -/-, -w, etc., see 
Szemerenyi 1980: 169 f. 

These details are directly relevant to the problem of the 
feminine. Since 1889, when Johannes Schmidt’s Pluralbildungen 
der idg. Neutra was published, it has been generally accepted that 
the neuter plural in -a was originally a collective singular forma¬ 
tion, identical with the fern, -a-stems; the same applied to the 
neuter plurals in -i, -u, cf. *tri ‘three’, *medhu ‘sweets’, etc. 

It is not surprising that the growing insight into the structure of 
Hittite should have revealed that in this language, too, several 
different types of collective formations have contributed to the 
formation of the neuter plural. Thus, e.g., the plural of huppar 
‘jar’ is huppar-a, of aniyat- ‘performance’, aniyat-a. A formation in 
-i is seen in, e.g., kurur ‘hostility’, plural kurur-i; ishiul ‘treaty’, 
ishiul-i. Sometimes -a and -/ are found from the same word, cf. 
aniyat-a and aniyat-i, huppar-a and huppar-i, etc. Finally, a 
lengthened grade formation appears in, e.g., witar ‘waters’. 

It is obvious that -a and the lengthened grade forms correspond 
to the well-known IE types. But it is just as clear that -i is not a 
dual form, nor to be equated with Skt. -i = Greek -a, nor a still 
obscure form (see Neu 1979: 194) but simply the -/-stem plural 
ending -i which was extended to other stems also. What is 
important, and what does not seem to have been noticed so far, is 
that Hittite with -a and -i has correspondences to two formations 
which elsewhere are feminines. It is becoming increasingly difficult 
to believe that these formations, used in the singular, never 
reached the stage which is undeniable in the non-Hittite lang¬ 
uages, i.e. that they were feminines. 
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3. Numerus. 

Until a short while ago it seemed incontestable that the IE noun 
had three numbers. But latterly even this has been called in 
question, if not for the attested languages, at least for more or less 
remote periods of the parent language, and since the dual is not 
easy to reconstruct, at least for the plural. Thus, e.g., Risch (1980: 
264) points out that the nom. -acc. of the neuter plural looks like a 
singular, and concludes from this and the ancient rule that with the 
neuter plural as subject the verb is in the singular, that the neuters 
could not form a plural at all, a plural (and no doubt a dual also) 
was only formed from animate nouns. Gamkrelidze-Ivanov have 
lately gone even farther in this direction; according to their view 
(1981: 125), in the earliest system there was no plural at all; the 
plural suffix -es of the animate (: ‘active’) nominative is interpreted 
as the (qualitative) ablaut variant of the singular nominative suffix 
-si-os. For the gen. pi. two forms are assumed (119), -om and -dm, 
of which the latter is thought to continue an earlier -oms, that is a 
form pluralized from -om. 

4. Case-system. 

Views concerning the case-system have also tended to fall in line 
with the general trend towards reductionism: of the eight cases 
which in the last century were posited for IE on the strength of the 
Indian evidence, more and more were separated out as late 
innovations. Thus, e.g., Kurylowicz thought as far back as 1935 
that the so-called middle cases of the plural were not true case- 
forms but adverbs, and around 1960 it was asserted by several 
researchers that the locative singular was innovated in post-IE 
times, i.e. after the break-up of the IE unity, and that the dative 
and the instrumental of the singular also existed as semi-adverbial 
forms only. 34 

This kind of reduction is taken even further in the picture 
presented by Kurylowicz (1964: 199) as the earliest stage that can 
be reached by reconstructive procedures: 35 

I sing, nom-acc-voc. zero 
ending 

sing, gen-abl. -s 

sing. loc. -i 


II 

III 
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Risch’s paper mentioned above (1980) tends in the same direction, 
as does Lehmann’s subsequent treatment (1982: 150). 
Schmalstieg chooses the descending line; 36 having stated: 


As is common nowadays, I assume that within the history of IE there was a 
progression from a pre-flectional stage to an inflectional stage (1980: 46), 


he then proceeds (69) to sketch out a four-step evolution by 
fission: 


I 

II 

III 

IV 


Benefactive 

acc. 

ace. 

acc. 


-y, -m 

-y, -m dat.-instr.-loc -y, -m 
dat.-loc. instr. 
dat. loc. instr. 


His pupil K. Shields enlarges this scheme to include five stages. 37 

A more differentiated scheme has been put forward by Fair¬ 
banks (1978: 121), according to whom before the split-up into the 
various branches Indo-European reached a stage at which it had 
five cases in the singular (N-A-G-D-V) and three in the plural 
(N-A-G); later the dative was split up into D and L. 

As against this trend of continuous reduction there is only one 
point where one can, perhaps, speak of an increase. 38 Already in 
1928 the brilliant Emil Forrer perceived that Old Hittite had a 
theretofore unnoticed case-form, a Richtungskasus, which was 
characterized by the ending -a and had the specific reference 
whereto. Long neglected or misjudged, the case was with the help 
of new material more precisely grasped, and at the same time 
rechristened as directivus by Otten & Soucek (1969: 62 f.) and 
soon after discussed systematically and in great detail by Laroche 
(1971); cf., e.g., nebis-a ‘to heaven’, aruna ‘to the sea’, gimra 
paimi ‘rus eo’. 39 Laroche also suggested that the case survived in 
Greek and Latin adverbs in -6, cf. Gr. and ‘upwards’, kato 
‘downwards’, Lat. quo, eo, alio. But it must not be passed over in 
silence that precisely on account of the shadowy existence of the 
form in -6 in other languages it has been also suggested that the 
Anatolian directivus was an innovation (Brixhe 1979). 


5. Pronouns. 

Personal pronouns had long been treated as conglomerates, their 
main characteristic being an all-pervasive suppletivism of un- 
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related steins. One of the main justifications for this procedure is 
the conviction that, even linguistically, we is not = 1 + 1, but I + 
thou, and ye can be thou + he. 

The first real attempt to bring order in this chaos was made by 
Szemerenyi (1970: 195-204). The main features of this attempt to 
bring unity into the system were: 

(1) an attempt to reduce the difference of stems as between 
numbers; e.g., 1. pi ns- was not independent of 1. sg. em-, but 
developed from pluralized (e)mes, ms; and 2. pi. wes represented 
(t)wes, the regular plural of 2. sg. tu. 

(2) a further attempt to reduce the variety within the numbers; 
e.g. eg(h)-om and em- are not independent pronouns but repre¬ 
sent the single pronoun em- which appears as -om in egh-om with a 
prefixed element eg(h)-. In the 1. pi. the only stem is ns, from ms, 
the nil-grade form of mes pluralized from the 1. sg. em-. 

(3) In the paradigms many case-forms have received a clear 
morphological interpretation. One of the most interesting in¬ 
stances is offered by the dat. mebhi, tebhi. Interpreted as (e)m- 
ebhi, t(w)-ebhi they reveal a syntagma that anticipates the Vulgar 
Latin forms ad me, ad te. 

Some isolated attempts seem to me to show no progress. Thus, 
e.g., Hamp (1980) offers for me-ghi and te-bhe different interpre¬ 
tations: allegedly ‘me-here’, ‘thee-there’. A more ambitious 
monographic treatment of all personal pronouns has been 
presented by Gemot Schmidt (1978) but, oddly enough, the dat. 
of the 1. sing, is extensively treated without reference to 
Szemerenyi. 4<) But the main characteristic of Schmidt’s treatise is a 
complete dismemberment of the IE personal pronouns. The same 
must be said of the more recent works of F. Bader. In the most 
recent known to me, it is asserted that in Lat. for-si-tan, for-si-t a 
pronoun si is contained (1984: 18), and not fors-sit, that Ario- 
represents a-ri-o- (26), so that 

on voit alors pourquoi il n'y a pas lieu de chercher a reconstruire un paradigme 

‘indo-europeen’ de pronom (31). 

But surely far-reaching differences in the later periods of the 
Romance or Germanic pronominal systems do not prove that they 
do not derive from unitary systems?! 41 

It is to be hoped that these bootless attempts will be abandoned, 
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and further attempts will be confined to more plausible 
endeavours. 

6. Verb. 

In many areas of the verb much can be registered that is new but 
nothing that could be regarded as decisive. Nevertheless, several 
proposals seem worth reporting. 

Mention must be made, first of all, of the various investigations 
of the middle and r-endings which have been triggered off by a 
more exact knowledge of the Hittite material. 42 Concerning the 
diatheses it must be recorded that, since the mid-seventies, in 
addition to active and middle a third variety has been suggested 
named stative. 43 For the moment it seems to be attested in the 3rd 
persons only, although Rix has suggested that it can be seen in the 
2. sg. also, cf., e.g., Skt. bruve ‘is called’ (stative) but brute 
‘invokes (for himself)’. According to Rix the following parallel 
systems can be reconstructed: 

middle 2. -so 3. -to 6. -nto 

stative 2. -tha 3. -o 6. -ro 

But all this is at the moment still somewhat uncertain and not 
uncontradicted. 

The endings have also given rise to new interpretations. The 
well-established difference 44 between a set of endings used in the 
present-aorist system, i.e. 

-m(i) -s(i) -t(i), 

and another, characteristic of the perfect and the middle, i.e. 

-Ha -tHa -e, 

has recently been correlated by Gamkrelidze-Ivanov with the 
binary division of the verb in early times into active and inactive 
classes, corresponding to the parallel division of the noun into 
animate and inanimate classes (1981: 123; 1982: 31 f.). The further 
development is then seen in connection with the classification of 
‘predicators in terms of their valency, i.e. in terms of the number 
and nature of their dependent units’. 45 In sentences with divalent 
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verbs, when both actants (i.e. agens and patiens ) were of the active 
class of nouns, the verb assumed the -m/'-endings, e.g. 

Agens Pred. Patiens 

3.sg. Act V-ti Act 

man kills beast. 

But when the agens was an active noun but the patiens an inactive 
one (e.g. man throws stone), the verbal structure must have been 
different, i.e., obtained by adding the Ha-endings, e.g. 

Agens Pred. Patiens 

1. sg. Act V-Ha Inact 

2. sg. Act V-t (h) Ha Inact 

3. sg. Act V-e Inact 

Ha is obviously the mark of the inactive actant, and since in the 2. 
sg. t (h> expresses the 2nd person actant, the 1. sg. ending -Ha must 
be rewritten as -0-Ha, that is the first person actant has a zero 
ending or mark. 45a 

A further trend noticeable in our period is the practice of tracing 
verbal forms increasingly to nominal antecedents. Thus, e.g., 
Schmalstieg declares (1980: 89): ‘I suggest that the oldest form of 
the verb was originally a nominal form.’ 

As is known this has long been de rigueur in the case of the 
perfect, see Szemerenyi 1985a: IX 7.1.3. But if the thesis is to be 
accepted in its generality, then it must be realized that that will 
have a bearing on the problem of aspect also - which does not 
seem to have been noticed so far. For if the verb grew out of 
nominal formations, then it could hardly have had aspectual 
connotations. To state this slightly differently: the verb cannot, as 
is usually assumed, have had aspectual differences from the start, 
as is postulated when it is said, e.g., that *es- ‘be’ or *bher- ‘carry’ 
could only be imperfective, i.e. present, without an aorist. It is in 
any case becoming increasingly clear that aspect is not a primeval 
semantic attribute of the IE verb, whose role was later taken over 
by tense, but, on the contrary, that aspect is a late development 
accessory to an earlier tense-structure. 46 

In connection with aspect differences the problem of the 
injunctive must also be mentioned since Karl Hoffmann advanced 
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the thesis (1967: 104 f.) that, with ma, the present injunctive 
expresses inhibition, i.e. stops an on-going action, while the aorist 
injunctive is used for prevention, i.e. does not even allow an action 
to be entered upon; for references see Szemerenyi 1985a: IX 3.1.5, 
and note that, as Dressier said (1971: 7), a parallel from a living 
language would still be most welcome. 


7. Ergativity. 

This term, so widely used today - as Dixon says (1979: 59): 
‘ergativity is currently an “in” term in linguistics’ - in its essence 
goes back to the beginning of our century. In a paper published in 
1898 the Dutch scholar C. C. Uhlenbeck advanced the view that 
the IE nominative and accusative were fairly late developments, 
earlier there was a difference between activus and passivus, still 
kept in Basque. The logical subject was in the activus, the logical 
object in the passivus; in IE, the nom. in -5 is an old activus, the 
acc. in -m an old passivus. 47 Three years later he gave a brief 
summary in German (IF 12, 1901, 170—1), and in 1906 (: 600) he 
thought that it would be better to rename the oppositive terms as 
transitivus and intransitivus. Finally, after another ten years, in a 
paper on ‘The passive character of the transitive or active verb in 
North American languages’, Uhlenbeck showed that the transitive 
or active verb was not really active but rather passive; that the 
logical subject was in reality an instrumental, or, better, an 
agentive; and that the logical object was the subject of the passive 
verb. Accordingly, i killed him was really expressed as he (was) 
killed by me. And now he proposed to rechristen the two cases as 
casus energeticus and casus inertiae (1916: 213 f.). 48 But the current 
term ergative seems to have been coined by Dirr at least as early as 
1912, see Seely 1977: 191, 194. 

7.1. These ideas became really important for Indo-European 
linguistics in 1936 when the French Slavist Andre Vaillant 
suggested that the ending -s of the IE animate nom. sg. was an old 
ergative suffix, identical with that of the ablative (-genitive) sg.; 
this explained the morphological opposition of animate- 
inanimate, the suppletivism of pronouns (e.g. ego: em-, 103), and 
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the -rai-present, e.g., *g"’hen(-t)-m(i) ‘(il y a) coup par moi = je 
frappe’ (105). 49 

The new ideas gained wider currency in the West when they 
were taken up by Martinet in the late fifties, cf. especially 1962: 
151-4. But in the Soviet Union, an independent tradition, not 
confined to Caucasian languages, was and still is flourishing, one of 
the most dedicated investigators being Mescaninov; 50 for a broad 
spectrum of Soviet research in this field see the volume edited by 
V. M. Zirmunskij (1967), and in it, for IE, the contributions by 
Guxman and Savcenko. 51 

7.2 In our period one major attempt to exploit the concept of 
ergative must be recorded. As shown above, Vaillant tried in the 
mid-thirties to interpret the suppletivism of personal pronouns in 
the light of the new concept, and applied it to the verbal inflection 
also. The attempt was repeated a generation later, and on a much 
more detailed basis, by Elmar Seebold (1972). In his view, the 
verbal endings of the active present-aorist system, m/s/t/me/te, 
show, at least in the 1 sg., an unmistakable similarity to the 1 sg. 
personal pronoun but in the non-nominatival form m(e), not in the 
nominative form eg(h) (191). Oddly enough, the plural endings 
exhibit practically no similarity to the corresponding personal 
pronouns while they are very close to the singular endings and 
pronouns (195). The 2 pi. ending has t like the 2 sg. pronoun which 
cogently proves that the 2 sg. ending originally also had t (197); the 
actually attested 5 could perhaps have developed from t by some 
conditioned sound change, cf. the alternation in the PPA of 
weslwet or in the demonstrative pronoun so to- (198). The 
apparently irreconcilable fact that t is kept in the 2 pi. and 3 sg. 
might find an explanation in chronological differences (198). 
Seebold also thinks (202) that the 3 pi. endings nt/r find a parallel 
in the heteroclitic rlnt alternation known from Greek. The 
parallelism of the double set of verbal endings with the binary 
pronominal set forces us, he thinks (204), to assume, for PIE, verb 
constructions which can typologically be compared to Caucasian 
ergative constructions and, e.g., Basque syntagms. 

Unfortunately, most of the arguments adduced had been shown 
to be unfounded even before Seebold’s paper saw the light of 
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day. 52 The 2 pi. ending is said to be irreconcilable with the 2 pi. 
pronoun because for the latter only *yu- and *we- were assumed 
(195), ignoring that the true ‘oblique’ form was *wes and that this 
was reduced from *twes, the regular plural(ized) form of tu, which 
still survives in the 2 pi. ending -tes (Szemerenyi 1970: 201; 1985a: 
VIII 4.4.c); in the same way, the 1 pi. pronoun was *mes, the 
pluralized form of the 1 sg. pronoun *em, and functioning as the 
1 pi. ending -mes also, while *eg(h) was an emphatic particle 
prefixed to *em (Szemerenyi 1970: 199; 1985a: VIII 4.4.a), the 
resulting form being *eg(h)om. The 3 pi. endings nt/r do not 
receive any light from the Greek heteroclisy -rl-nt since this is 
shown to be secondarily innovated from the original -r/-n, the only 
type attested by all the other IE languages, cf. Skt. yakrt/yaknas, 
Lat. iecur/iecin(or)is (cf. Szemerenyi 1970: 158; 1985a: VII 3.4; 
1975: 332 f.; Rix 1976: 126 f.); the alleged parallel in the PPA turns 
out, on closer inspection, to be non-existent, see Szemerenyi 1970: 
293 f.; 1985a: IX 6.1.2. 53 

But just as surprising is the fact that the alleged parallel in the 
Caucasian languages of a differentiation between nominative and 
ergative in the pronouns also disappears into thin air when 
examined more closely, see Szemerenyi 1975: 341 f. According to 
the well-known Caucasologist, Gerhard Deeters (whom I quote 
loc.cit.) 

in the South Caucasian languages, the ergative suffixes arose in the several 
languages separately, and we can infer an earlier state in which the pure stem 
combined the functions of the nominative and ergative as is still the case with 
the 1. and 2. sg. pronouns ... In several East Caucasian languages also several 
pronouns have, in contrast to the nouns, the same form for nominative and 
ergative. 

Michelena also stresses that in contrast to the Western European 
hyper-differentiation in the pronouns (type I:me), the Kartvel 
languages surprise most of all with the absence of such a 
differentiation of subject and agent forms. 54 

Summing up the situation as I saw it a dozen years ago (1975: 
342) I stated: 

It has become clear that the ergative suffixes even of the noun developed at a 
relatively late date; even more significant is the fact that, in the personal 
pronouns, the differentiation of various stems is even today absent, at least in 



SZEMERENYI - INDO-EUROPEAN LINGUISTICS 


29 


the South Caucasian languages to which recourse is had with unconcealed 
predilection. The conclusion to be drawn is also clear: there is no support 
whatsoever for an ergative interpretation of the IE verb forms. 

But in view of the latest escapades (see n. 53) it is very doubtful 
whether facts can have any influence on their irresponsible 
perpetrator. 

7.3. The view defended above gains further support from the 
recent monographic study by the comparatist of Salamanca, 
Francisco Villar. His book on Ergatividad, acusatividad y genero 
en la familia lingiiistica ie. (Salamanca 1983) has remained 
inaccessible to me 55 but the author has summarized his findings in 
a recent paper on ‘Ergativity and animate/inanimate gender in 
Indo-European’. The main result is (1984: 167): 

I propose, in this study, to show the lack of grounds for the theory of Indo- 
European ergativity. 

The negative part, A critique of the IE ergative theory (175-81), is 
even more incisive: 

The IE ergative theory is today untenable, for strictly comparative reasons as 
much as for reasons drawn from the normal behaviour of ergative, accusative, 
and split systems (175); 

the theory of IE ergativity should be abandoned once and for all, and we should 
search for new ways of approaching the problems which it sought to clarify 
(181). 

I find Villar’s arguments drawn from ‘the behaviour of attested 
languages’ convincing, and adequate to prove his main thesis. 56 
But what he calls ‘the comparative argument’ is unacceptable. His 
main contention is (176 f., 183 f.) that an ergative theory would 
have to imply that all animate words have a nominative in -s, and 
this can be shown not to be the case. For this would mean that 

-*ons, -*ers groups etc. would have been shortened and would have 
given way to compensatory lengthening (176). 

But groups of this type occur, he says, in the acc. pi. of -o-, -(-, and 
-M-stems, and this disproves the assumption. Villar now thinks 
(186) that Schmalstieg found the right explanation for the nomina¬ 
tive of -r- and -n-stems: the endingless forms in -er -on gave -e -6, 
and the stem-consonants were reintroduced to give -er -on ; on 
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their analogy, -s-stems also acquired the length since the addition 
of an ending -s could only have led to -ss, and then simplification to 
- 5 . 

This line of thought is, as a whole, vitiated by several mis¬ 
conceptions. The main fault is that the appearance, i.e. that a 
certain group of animate stems has -s but another lengthening, is 
taken to be the whole truth and to require no rational explanation. 
As I said a quarter century ago (cf. 1962: 12 f., 21), the fact that s- 
nominatives and s-less but lengthened nominatives form two 
opposing blocks in the animate group shows that they reflect one 
single formative principle, i.e. a general s-ending which in some 
cases (liquid, nasal, and -s-stems) led to assimilation, and then to 
an exchange of quantities amounting to a compensatory lengthen¬ 
ing; e.g. *mater-s gave -err, and then the sequence short vowel + 
long consonant was transposed into long vowel + short consonant. 
That this is so, is proved by other isolated cases where analogical 
influence can be ruled out; cf. *ker ‘heart’ from *kerd, *wer 
‘spring’ from *wesr, *pes ‘foot’ from *pess, original *ped-s, etc., 
and even the -s- stems have their length not from analogy but by 
regular phonetic development, see Szemerenyi 1980: 109 f.; 1985a: 
VI 2.7.1-2.7.6. Villar’s objection to the phonetic process is 
superficial: on the one hand he forgets that the acc. pi. showed not 
only V+ns but also C+ns where ns was never endangered and 
helped to maintain the case-ending in the other group; on the 
other hand, he overlooks that even for the vocalic stems it has 
already been suggested that the thematic stems had -ons and -ons, 
the latter being expanded from a regularly developed -on (see 
Szemerenyi 1980: 170; 1985a: VII 6.5). 57 And as concerns the 
nominative - 5 , the explanation that it is from the pronoun *so, and 
not identical with the genitive -os, gains further support from the 
fact that inanimate nouns show -t, obviously from the inanimate 
demonstrative to-, cf. *yek w r-t ‘liver’, *sal-d ‘salt’, Greek galak-t- 
‘milk’, etc. 58 


IV Syntax 

1. At the beginning of the twenty-first century the historian of 
linguistics will - rightly, I think - state that the last third of the 
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twentieth century had been distinguished by the dominance of 
syntactic inquiry. This does not mean that syntax had not been 
cultivated before but it can be said with justification that it was not 
the right kind of syntax, and it was not interested in change. 59 It 
can be said without exaggeration that it was with the publication of 
Chomsky’s Syntactic Structures (1957) that a new era was intro¬ 
duced; in a few years the new doctrine conquered first America, 
and then the world. Nonetheless historical syntax, and with it 
Indo-European syntax, did not owe its resurgence or blossoming 
to Chomskyism, but to another source, the study of universal as 
initiated by Joseph H. Greenberg. Although attention to the 
importance for IE syntax of this new branch of research seems to 
have been first drawn by Wolfgang Dressier (1971: 7), the 
foremost standard-bearer is and has been for almost fifteen years 
now Austin’s Winfred P. Lehmann, who in countless papers and 
several major works probes ever deeper into the secrets of past 
syntactic stages. 60 

2. At the 1961 Dobbs Ferry conference Greenberg presented a 
programmatic paper 61 entitled ‘Some universal of grammar with 
particular reference to the order of meaningful elements’. In it 
Greenberg formulated forty-five theses, of which quite a few were 
statistical universals while others belonged to the implicational 
universal of the type ‘when A, then B\ or ‘when A, then not B’. 62 
With the latter type the question arises how different relations 
imply one another and how they reveal certain ‘solidarities’. Thus, 
e.g. the sequence V(erb)-0(bject) seems to show solidarity with 
prepositions, but OV with postpositions. If the S(ubject) is also 
brought into play, it will be found that VSO always goes with 
prepositions, while SOV goes almost exclusively with postposi¬ 
tions. Of the theoretically possible six sequences made up of V, S, 
O, apart from a very few exceptions, practically only the following 
three occur: VSO - SVO - SOV. For IE the order SOV seems 
established. 63 These word orders are, as has been stated already, 
closely linked to pre- and postpositions respectively but SOV is 
also linked to the orders N(oun) - G(enitive) and N(oun) - 
A(djective). 

These orders, and the solidarities connected with them, 
naturally offer interesting theoretical foundations for approaching 
problems of this kind in the IE languages, especially if they can be 
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used to reconstruct earlier syntactic stages of a language. We must 
be grateful to Lehmann for having summed up most of his (and his 
followers’) findings in a handy volume entitled Proto-Indo- 
European Syntax (1974) which presents indeed the sort of syntacti¬ 
cal framework that, as Lehmann has rightly stated (1983: 149), is 
indispensable for conducting syntactic research; cf. Traugott 1969; 
Lehmann 1978: 37-42, 400-17; 1979. 

Against this type of syntax, in which typology and word order 
play a central and ‘unjustified’ role, Watkins (1976) has sharply 
reacted, and Werner Winter has argued (1984: 618) that: 

If ‘historical syntax', as advocated by Lehmann and others, proposes to 
compare patterns and not realizations of patterns, it cannot be considered part 
of ‘normal’ reconstructional-comparative linguistics. 

On the other hand, Martin B. Harris (1984) has presented a well- 
reasoned defence of the typological approach, and Lightfoot 
(1982: 147-70) has discussed the problem of language change, 
especially the mutation of SOV to SVO. Cf. also Ramat 1980; 
Braunmiiller 1982; Andersen 1983. 

3. Two special areas have received close attention in our 
period. 

First, the role of particles, especially in the early phases of the 
individual languages, has been carefully investigated both as 
concerns function and the position in the sentence; cf. Watkins 
1963, 1964; Carruba 1969; Josephson 1972; Braunmiiller 1978; 
Dunkel 1983; Szemerenyi 1985c. 

4. Secondly, the relative clause has also been paid very close 
attention both in monographs and in articles; cf. Miehle 1974; 
Justus 1976, 1978; G. Schmidt 1979; Lehmann 1980: 114 f., 130 f.; 
Touratier 1980; Kurzova 1981; Chr. Lehmann 1984. Unfortu¬ 
nately, the results are not always as clear and significant as one 
would like them to be; cf., e.g., Justus (1976: 218): 

I propose that k"'o- originated as a topic marker, and that it had indefinite and 
relative functions which were redundant features of its particular type of topic¬ 
marking function. (Cf. also 239 f.) 

One would like to know what exactly this can mean concerning the 
‘true nature of k"’o-\ Was it originally not a pronoun? If it was, 
what kind of pronoun was it? Does the fact - if it is a fact - that it 



SZEMERENYI - INDO-EUROPEAN LINGUISTICS 33 

was used as a topic marker obliterate its pronominal nature? And 
how is all this to be squared with the fact that k w e ‘and’, which is a 
pan-Indo-European conjunction, proves the existence of a relative 
k w o- for the whole territory of Indo-European, cf. Szemerenyi 
1985c. 

5. This survey might give the impression that now only what 
might be called the Greenberg-based school of thought is active. I 
hasten therefore to add that at least one scholar is of a very 
different view: Herbert Pilch (1984) has not only given a most 
valuable synopsis of the problems of syntactic reconstruction, he 
has also shown that solutions might be expected from less well 
known quarters, i.e. Pike’s tagmemics, and especially from the 
axiomatic functionalism of Mulder & Hervey. 64 


V Lexicon 

1. For quite some time now it has been customary to assert that 
etymological research in the IE family has reached the limits of its 
possibilities. As far back as 1937 the Italian Indo-Europeanist 
Giacomo Devoto declared: 

L’etimologia indeuropea (. . ., nel senso di ricerca etimologica) e a un punto 

morto. 

Fortunately, he made this statement in the Scritti in onore di A. 
Trombetti (p. 375), and born etymologists, scholars dedicated with 
rare single-mindedness to the pursuit of their hobby, have 
probably seldom come across this dictum although, even if they 
had, they would not have been intimidated and deflected. In fact 
etymology seems to have a charmed life; it flourishes and gives 
pleasure all round but especially to those who cultivate it. 65 

This has been very much in evidence since the last war. The 
most convincing proof is the large number of etymological 
dictionaries, many for dead languages, amongst others for 
Sanskrit, Hittite, Greek, Slavic, Baltic, Celtic, and it can be hoped 
that Germanic and Iranian will also join the ranks. The vitality of 
this special branch of linguistics was clearly shown at the beginning 
of our period, in 1967, when an Etymological Symposium was 
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organized in Moscow, 66 and corroborated by the recent conference 
on etymological dictionaries held in Eichstatt, Bavaria, in 1982. 67 

But etymological dictionaries of necessity cover broad fields - 
their life-blood is supplied by special studies which investigate 
more or less extensive parts of the whole vocabulary. Of such 
studies two will be discussed here to show up the potentialities of 
this kind of research. 

2. One particular semantic field where - if nowhere else - a high 
degree of regularity can be expected is the system of numerals. 6 * 

2.1. Nevertheless, a glance at the facts shows that clear 
principles are not easy to discover either for the cardinals or for 
the ordinals. However, I for one still believe that in my Studies in 
the IE system of numerals, published a quarter century ago, I 
succeeded in uncovering certain theretofore unnoticed regularities 
in the formation of the decads and of the ordinals. 

The decads were, as expected, formed by juxtaposing the digits 
and the word for decad in the form dkomt, e.g., for 50, penk"’e- 
dkomt which developed into penkwekomt. This is of great import¬ 
ance not only for the languages in which decads for 20-90 still exist 
but perhaps even more for those that no longer possess the whole 
set, as is the case with Germanic. For if we know that the IE forms 
for 50-80 were penkwekomt, s(w)ekskomt, septmkomt, oktokomf, 
then the Gothic forms sibuntehund, ahtautehund can only be 
understood in the light of the expected forms *fimfehund and 
*seftunhund, *ahtdhund. This means that on the analogy of 
fimfehund (and innovated sehs-e-hund) a new seftunehund was 
formed which by metathesis became sefuntehund, Gothic sibunte¬ 
hund. In recent years other explanations have also been 
advanced 69 but all of them are fraught with unresolved phonologi¬ 
cal and/or morphological difficulties. 

2.2. A unitary formative principle could also be demonstrated 
for the ordinals: 70 all ordinals were formed as thematic derivatives 
of the digits to begin with. Accordingly, the earliest series was 

tri-y-o- k"'tur-o- p(e)nk"’-o-. . . .dekmt-o- 

which was, after the resegmentation of the last influential member, 
reshaped to 
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dekm-to —> penk w -to—* k w (e)tur-to —» tri-to- 
and eventually to 

penk w to- k"’etwrto- trit-iyo-, 

these being the immediate antecedents of the Germanic forms of 
the historical period. 

2.3. The position of the pivotal form dekmto- has become 
somewhat clearer in the last few years and this requires further 
comment. At the time of writing my Numerals in the late fifties, 
the evidence for this ordinal pointed to two formations (1960: 70): 

1. dekmtos was evidenced by Greek dekatos, Goth, taihunda, 
Lithu. desimtas, OPruss. dessimts , Slavic desetii, Tokh.A skdnt , 

l 

skantelskaiice. 

2. dekmos was shown by Skt. dasama -, Av. dasoma-, Lat. 
decimus , Oscan Dekm-annitus ‘decumaniis’, OIrish dechm-ad , 
Gaul, petru-decametos ‘fourteenth’. 

From this evidence it could be inferred on grounds of distri¬ 
bution that the two marginal areas, i.e. Italo-Celtic and Indo- 
Iranian, preserved an archaic type, while the central languages 
showed an innovation. However, the fact seemed to me to admit 
of a different interpretation (1960: 171-3). The Aryan set saptama 
- astama - navama clearly suggested that dasama was formed on 
the analogy of the preceding ordinals, and the same appeared to 
be the case in Celtic where the development was *sextamo —> 
*oxtumo—* *nowamo — * *dekamo-. In Italy, Latin had only 
decimus which could have been innovated after *nowamos with 
inherited m. But Oscan seemed to offer both dekmos (in Dekm- 
anniuis) and dekmtos (in deke(n)tasis if that meant ‘decimarius’). 

It is at this point that recent discoveries have thrown fresh light 
on our problems. First, I have been able to show that, in addition 
to the Celtic forms already mentioned, a number of Gaulish 
inscriptions from the Narbonensis exhibit the ordinal (fern. acc. 
sg.) dekantenldekantem, obviously from dekmto-. 1 ' Secondly, 
Lejeune suggested (1976: 143 fn. 30) that the Hispano-Celtic of 
Botorrita presents in TeCameTinas a derivative of the ordinal 
known from Gaulish, i.e. dekamet-ino- . Thirdly, the Oscan 
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deke(n)tasis has now been shown by a newly discovered inscription 
from Cumae to contain the word ‘ten’, 72 which confirms the 
derivation advocated in my Numerals, and rules out a derivation 
from the root dek- ‘to receive’; 73 thus deke(n)tasis is formed on 
*dekenta ‘tithe’, and denotes ‘il meddix “delle decime” cioe il 
magistrato addetto ai tributi’ (Prosdocimi 1978: 863). Finally, we 
no longer have to extract an Oscan dekma from the still fairly 
obscure Dekmanniuls of the bronze tablet of Agnone (for possi¬ 
bilities see Prosdocimi 1978: 902, 832; Lejeune 1976: 146), for a 
new inscription from Rossano di Vaglio now presents (in Greek 
letters) the word dekmas which Lejeune has no doubt correctly 
interpreted as ‘tithe’. 74 

Summing up we can say that the appearance of dekmto- in 
Gaulish and Oscan, side by side with dekmo- in the same 
languages, no longer allows us to speak of Italo-Celtic as a 
marginal area exhibiting an archaic formation in a solely attested 
dekmo-, on the contrary. The alternative formation proves that 
dekmto- was the primary form which in some marginal areas was 
later replaced by dekmo-. 

Last but not least I should like to voice my hope that new 
impulses will go out from the collective volume on IE numerals 
edited by A.S.C. Ross. 

3. The other complex that I wish to discuss briefly is the 
semantic field of IE kinship terms, but not so much the individual 
terms as rather the structure of the whole system. 75 And it will 
suffice to look at the developments since the last war. 

3.1. Our survey starts best with the Marxist interpretation 
which was presented in great detail by the English Classical scholar 
George Thomson and the Slavist Alexander Isacenko. They 
started from the assumption that group marriage and matriarchate 
were not only the proven early stages in the evolution of human 
societies but also that they were late enough to be reflected to a 
considerable extent in the IE kinship system. In consequence 
several key-terms of the IE system were misinterpreted. Thus it 
was asserted that mater applied not only to the mother but also to 
the sister and the female cousins of the mother, although the IE 
word nowhere denotes anything else but the mother. The name of 
the uncle on the mother’s side is in historical times generally 
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formed from a root au- (cf. Lat. avos) but his original name was, 
according to these scholars, swekuros although this word denotes 
everywhere the father-in-law. 

3.2. A different interpretation was offered by Benveniste on 
two occasions, first in a lecture delivered in 1950, and a second 
time in 1969 in his last major work, the Vocabulaire des institutions 
i-e. 

3.2.1. In the lecture, Benveniste tried to explain the IE system 
in the light of two types of kinship terminology, the descriptive and 
the classificatory. In a descriptive system (e.g. in the modern 
languages of the West) each individual has a name which only 
applies to him or her; in such a system there are single-word 
expressions for father, mother, brother, sister, son, daughter, man 
and wife. In a classificatory system, typical of archaic societies, 
each individual is a member of a class so that blood relations are 
classed and named after their generation. Thus, e.g., one term is 
used for the mother and her sisters, another for the father and his 
brothers, and so on. 

In the IE system the mother’s brother is called (to use the Latin 
terms) avonculus , the source of English uncle, while the word for 
the father’s brother is patruus. Benveniste thought that avonculus, 
a diminutive of avos ‘grandfather’, 

ne s'expliquc que comme terme de parente classificatoire. ‘le fils de 1 'avos'. 

This is of course impossible, for the uncle on the mother’s side 
belongs to a different generation from that of the grandfather, and 
for that reason cannot be denoted by the same word as the 
grandfather who belongs to the previous generation. 

This lecture was never printed - we only know its outline from 
the minutes of the meeting - because, I guess, Benveniste had 
discovered belatedly that his anthropological statements were 
incorrect. 

3.2.2. The second attempt shows several alterations. Benven¬ 
iste still finds traces of a classificatory system; *poter is said to be a 
term of this type, although there is no evidence for the assumption 
since it can only denote the father, not his brothers. But of greater 
interest is the new explanation offered for ‘uncle’, and the 
complementary terms, ‘grandchild, nephew’. The central problem 
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is the question how *awos and its derivatives can denote both the 
grandfather and the maternal uncle. Benveniste now thinks that 
the explanation is to be sought in the institution of exogamy: in a 
cross-cousin marriage, i.e. between children of brother and sister, 
the same person is both father’s father ( *awos ) and mother’s 
mother’s brother, i.e. maternal great-uncle; and the son of the 
latter, i.e. the maternal uncle, can be called little *awos, 
i.e. avonculus. 

This explanation is nothing new; it had been advanced by 
George Thomson as far back as 1949. But it is also erroneous. For 
in a classificatory system the boundary is between the generations, 
a member of the next generation cannot be denoted by a term 
referring to the preceding generation, see Szemerenyi 1978: 164 f. 

3.3. In the sixties, American anthropologists pointed to a new 
possibility of answering our question (ibid. 169 f.). In the so-called 
Omaha kinship systems the husband of the sister is classed with the 
son-in-law group, the children of the sister are classed with the 
grandchildren, and the mother’s brother can be denoted with a 
term referring to the grandparents, as is the case with Lat. 
avonculus from avos. By this shift, the so-called skewing rule , the 
sister as linking relative is made equivalent to the daughter, and 
the brother of a woman becomes equivalent to her father; in other 
words, a sister is treated as a daughter, and her brother as her 
father. Consequently, the maternal uncle comes into the category 
of the grandfather. 

But in the IE system matters are quite different: 76 IE *awos 
denotes both grandfathers, not only the mother’s father, and 
concerning the grandchildren we know, for instance, that down to 
Late Latin times nepos was used only of the grandson; the 
meaning ‘nephew’ developed in the fourth century a.d. when 
there was really no chance whatever of the Romans having an 
Omaha-system. 

3.4. If this is true, if not Omaha, then what? 77 To answer this 
question we do not have to excogitate a brand-new kinship system; 
the answer is given in that relationship which in the words of Levi- 
Strauss can be described as that 

special relationship of tenderness or fear which exists in innumerable cultures 

between nephew and the maternal uncle; 
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it is the bond of avunculate which is characterized by Levi-Strauss 
in the following impressive passage: 


in human society a man must obtain a woman from another man who gives him 
a daughter or a sister. Thus we do not need to explain how the maternal uncle 
emerged in the kinship structure: He does not emerge - he is present initially 
[i.e. from the start, O. Sz]. Indeed, the presence of the maternal uncle is a 
necessary precondition for the structure to exist. 711 

A nice illustration of this system is presented by Tacitus who 
characterizes the custom in the life of the Germanic tribes in the 
following words ( Germania , Ch. XX): 


sororum filiis idem apud avonculum qui apud patrem honor. Quidam sanc- 
tiorem artioremque hunc nexum sanguinis arbitrantur. 

The important point is now that the relationship obtains not 
between two but between four persons: brother, sister, brother-in- 
law, nephew. This explains why the maternal uncle’s name is a 
diminutive: not in order to indicate a relation to the grandfather or 
great-uncle but to throw into high relief the esteem in which the 
(oldest) maternal uncle was held by the nephew as being, in 
comparison with the paternal and the other maternal uncles, 
especially dear. 79 

4. Last but not least, the problem of external connections must 
here be touched upon, i.e. the question whether Indo-European is 
genetically or areally connected with Finno-Ugrian and/or Semitic, 
and perhaps some other linguistic families. 

4.1. To be sure, the problem is mostly approached from the 
angle of morphological similarities, e.g. whether the pronominal 
system or the case-system presents items and features pointing to 
closer relations. But as far as I can see, in our period there has 
again been a shift of emphasis to the lexical field. 

Thus, e.g., to start with Semitic possibilities, Saul Levin (1971), 
still using some morphological observations, tried to show that 
Hebrew was ‘an aberrant Semitic language’ (704); ‘the forerunner 
of Hebrew was not, at the outset, any more Semitic than the 
forerunner of Greek or Sanskrit’ (707); ‘the forerunner of Hebrew 
had the beginnings of an IE structure, somewhat like the 
forerunners of Greek and Sanskrit, but was diverted by Hamito- 



40 TRANSACTIONS OF THE PHILOLOGICAL SOCIETY 1985 

Semitic influence’ (727), which can be put slightly differently by 
saying: ‘an incipient IE language, which might otherwise have 
matured with a fully IE structure, fell within the Hamito-Semitic 
orbit and underwent a Semitic evolution, though it came out 
untypically Semitic’ (728). 

But already before Levin, Linus Brunner (1969) reflected the 
new (and old) trend: he collected some 1030 word equations 
between Indo-European and Semitic, and assumed that the two 
groups separated somewhere in Asia (9). And a dozen years later 
Allan R. Bomhard, summing up a series of earlier studies, set out 
to demonstrate (1981: 351) that ‘IE and Afroasiatic bear a stronger 
affinity, both in their vocabulary and in their phonological 
systems, than could possibly have been produced by accident’, and 
rounding off this rejuvenated form of Sir William Jones’s cele¬ 
brated statement concluded (468): ‘The similarities between IE 
and Afroasiatic are so numerous that the possibility of common 
genetic origin can no longer be dismissed - in fact, the data 
presented in this study compel us to dismiss any other possibility’. 
To avoid a possible misunderstanding - Bomhard uses Afroasiatic 
in the sense of the earlier Hamito-Semitic; but, more important, 
‘the overwhelming majority of the . . . examples are from Semitic’ 
(396), and the long lists are used to establish the early phonologies 
of the two groups only, although he can see that ‘wider horizons 
await us’ (468). 

Turning now to the other linguistic family which has been 
repeatedly connected with IE, that is to say to Uralic (= Finno- 
Ugric + Samoyedic) we must first mention the monographic study 
of Ants-Michael Uesson, The Indo-Uralic Problem (1970), 80 which 
concludes that there is nothing that would tell against an affinity of 
Uralic and PIE; cf. also Collinder 1965, 1974. 

But when Bomhard spoke of ‘wider horizons’, he was thinking 
of something larger than these higher unities of two constituents; 
he was thinking of the brain-child of Holger Pedersen, the 
Nostratic macro-family which was adopted by the Soviet compara- 
tist Vladislav M. Illic-Svityc (1934-66), and after his early death by 
a whole group headed by V. A. Dybo. 81 In the work of Illic-Svityc, 
which was published posthumously in two volumes (1971, 1976), 
353 etymologies are marshalled in support of Pedersen’s rejuven- 
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ated thesis that IE, Uralic, Altaic, Dravidian, Kartvelian and 
Hamito-Semitic all belong to one proto-family. 82 It is interesting 
that the Finnish scholar Kalevi E. Koskinen, apparently inde¬ 
pendently, developed a similar idea (though without Dravidian 
and Kartvelian) in a monograph published in 1980: he regards IE, 
Hamito-Semitic, Uralic and Altaic as descended from a common 
antecedent dubbed NILAL (= Nile + Ural + Altai). The work is 
almost entirely taken up with 515 equations, there is practically no 
connecting text, nor any explanation of how this raw material 
supports the claim made in the title. 

It is all the more gratifying to be able to add a last-minute title of 
direct relevance to these problems, i.e. the just published mono¬ 
graph by A. R. Bomhard, Toward Proto-Nostratic - A new 
approach to the comparison of Proto-Indo-European and Proto- 
Afroasiatic. A carefully worked out comparative phonology of the 
two groups, based on 318 equations, serves as the basis of the main 
thesis hinted at in the subtitle, i.e. that PIE and Proto-Afroasiatic 
are genetically related (188-284). In addition, detailed discussions 
of the phonology of PIE (5-131) and Afroasiatic (133-78) enable 
the student to approach critically the comparison of the two groups 
(179-86). It is to be hoped that critics will make good use of the 
excellent tool offered in this work. 

4.2. But, beside the problem of primeval genetic connections 
between Indo-European and other language families, we must not 
overlook, especially in the case of the Semitic languages, that early 
historical contacts must have produced loan relations which in 
some cases were hard to distinguish from prehistoric kinship 
relations. A well-known, perhaps the best-known illustration of 
this truism is the name of the bull: Greek tauros was in all 
probability borrowed from Semitic (pace P. Chantraine, cf. also 
Greek bous\ ) but no doubt at a time when the Greeks were 
already in their present habitat, i.e. not before 2000 b.c. The fact 
that most European languages have the word is then due to 
successive borrowings. 

The same rough date is probable in the case of a characteristic 
change in Aryan vocalism, i.e. the collapse of IE alelo in a which, 
as I tried to show some two decades ago, was due to contact 
between Semitic and Aryan tribes somewhere South of the 
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Caucasus (1964: 12-17: 1980a: 221). 83 Then again the lexicon 
shows several intrusions from the Semitic world but most interest¬ 
ingly the borrowings penetrated only into the nearest (Iranian) 
territory, not into India. Among Iranian words whose Semitic 
provenance has become clear only recently we may mention the 
‘internationally’ important term spad-a- ‘army’ borrowed from 
Aramaic (plural) sba’at, best known in the Biblical phrase ‘Lord of 
Sabaoth, Lord of Hosts’, and Middle Iranian gund ‘army, troop’ 
which is transformed from gunnu ‘elite, elite troops’, attested in 
Middle and Late Assyrian (cf. Szemerenyi 1980a). 

But this influence on the East was matched by an even more 
powerful and pervasive influence on the West, i.e. on Anatolia 
and Greece. In Greek, where the vocabulary is well known from 
the thirteenth century b.c. on, the influence affected such semantic 
fields as clothing, household utensils, architecture, shipping, 
transport, but also more abstract terms (e.g. ‘love’, ‘interpreter’, 
‘year’), cf. Szemerenyi 1974b: 147-52. 

4.3. One particular term deserves closer attention because it 
has in our century played such a fateful role. 84 I mean the word 
arya- and its derivative arya- which in the last century was held to 
be attested not only in Indo-Iranian - where it is used in the sense 
of Aryan, the description of nationality - but also in Celtic and 
Germanic, and therefore came to be used in the sense of Indo- 
European in contrast to non-Indo-Europeans, especially Semites. 
The idea that arya- was 

uralt. und wird somit wohl der erste Name der Indogermanen gewesen sein 

was first advanced by Adolphe Pictet in 1858, and repeated with 
much greater force in 1879 by the Sanskrit and Celtic scholar 
Heinrich Zimmer who maintained that in early times the Irish 
called themselves Arya like their Asiatic brethren, and that 

die Angehorigen des Urvolkes sich ‘arya’ nannten in der Zeit ihrer Gemeinsam- 

keit als es noch keine Inder und Germanen gab . . . 

This belief (or myth) was contradicted as early as 1907 by 
Meillet (599 f.): 

chez aucun des anciens peuples d’Europe, Grecs, Romains, Celtes, ou 

Germains, il n’y a trace de ce nom.* 5 
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And in view of what was to come it is worth noting what he said 
(611) of the ‘extended’ use of the term arya-: 

ici l’erreur sur le nom s’accompagne d’idees fausses, et c'est ce qui en fait le 
danger. De l'existence de Tangues aryennes’ on conclut en effet a l’existence de 
‘peuples aryens’, cette fois, l’expression n’est pas inexacte, elle est denuee de sens. 

Restricted to the Aryan group, the term arya- was given a 
detailed philological treatment by Paul Thieme in 1938. 86 In his 
view the basic term was the noun ari- ‘Fremder, Fremdling’, i.e. 
‘stranger, outsider’; the derivative arya- meant ‘dem Fremdling 
zugetan, gastfreundlich, (gastlicher) Herr’, and its derivative arya- 
meant ‘zu den gastlichen gehorig, wirtlich’, the sort of people who 
would help any outsider in need of help. But the appearance in 
Hittite of a term ara- ‘comrade’, led Laroche and Benveniste to a 
quite different interpretation, 87 i.e. that Skt. ari- had the same 
basic meaning as Hitt, ara-, that is to say, ‘companion, mate’. 

But if this is true, then it is useless to try to derive these terms 
(or this term) from the IE root *ar- ‘fix’ as if ‘companion’ could be 
understood as ‘qui s’ajuste, qui s’adapte’ or ‘qui est adapte, 
conforme’. And the right solution was, I think, seen by 
Szemerenyi (1978: 146 f.) when he suggested that a clear ‘cognate’ 
of Hitt, ara- and Ind. ari- was attested in Ugaritic ary rendered by 
Gordon as ‘kinsman’, by Aistleitner as ‘Verwandter, Sippenmitg- 
lied; Genosse’. What is more, the Ugaritic is no doubt rightly 
connected with Ancient Egyptian try ‘companion’ (1978: 147 f.), 
whether they represent a common Hamito-Semitic vocable or an 
Egyptian loanword in Ugaritic. As I said in 1978 (: 148): 

for us it is more important to realize that, in view of the almost complete 
agreement in shape and usage. Hitt, ara- must be a borrowing from the Near 
East, and that means that the Aryan words ari-, arya- also represent a Near 
Eastern loan. 

This linguistic conclusion has weighty historical consequences. As 
I said (loc.cit.): 

On the evidence available it seems to me an inescapable conclusion that 
sometime during the first half of the second millennium b.c. part of the future 
Indo-Iranians which had via the Caucasus entered the peripheral area of the 
Near East acquainted itself with the important local term for ‘kinsman, 
companion', and adopted it in the form arya- which, transmitted to the kindred 
tribes further East, later became the overall term for their nationality. 88 
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It will be noticed at this point that the itinerary here assumed for 
the term arya- matches the similar route by which the Semitic 
three-vowel system led to the corresponding simplification in Indo- 
Iranian of the much more complex IE vowel-system. 

But, needless to say, the various influences discussed in this 
section (4.2-3) are all post-IE, they concern the more or less fully 
developed dialects of the parent language, and, what is also 
important, already in their historical habitats or on the way to 
them. 


VI Stratification of PIE 

1. Indo-European has, from the beginning, been studied with a 
kind of implicit time-depth. When it was said that the sign of the 
animate nominative, -s, was in fact the demonstrative pronoun so, 
it was of course implied that there had been a stage without this 
sign followed by one showing this sign fully established. But this 
statement remained without reference to other parts of the 
complete system, or, as now is said, just an atomistic idea. And 
even the kind of chronological scheme representing the gradual 
development of the nominal inflection that we have looked at 
above (III. 4) remained isolated within, and without reference to, 
a complex system of grammar as a whole. 

The inherent difficulties of this telescopic view of IE by which 
constituent elements of the most varied time-depth appear plotted 
on one coherent (and flat) canvas became increasingly clear with a 
deeper understanding of some of the characteristic and unfamiliar 
features of Hittite. There was - apparently - no feminine. The 
verb did not show such familiar categories as imperfect - aorist - 
perfect, or subjunctive - optative. Did Hittite once possess them, 
and later lose them? Or did it never have them, and the languages 
showing these features developed them after Hittite had left the 
community? 

A first answer was attempted in the interwar period by 
Sturtevant who thought that Indo-Hittite was a concept well suited 
to explain the awkward phenomena. But Pedersen’s energetic 
defence of the opposite view, that Hittite was just like any other 
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IE language - a sister, not an aunt - led to a long eclipse of the 
Indo-Hittite theory which ended only at the beginning of our 
period. A full-blooded revival of Sturtevant’s theory will, it seems, 
remain Cowgill’s pet idea, but a modified, milder version has been 
advocated in the meantime by several other scholars, and their 
approach deserves careful examination. 

2. The new theory stresses the importance of the stratification 
in time. It is not easy to present a consistent historique because the 
various authors grope after what would be, they hope, a more 
realistic picture of what happened over the millennia, often in 
successive waves of enlightenment as it were. 

2.1. But, to my mind, there can be little doubt that the first 
complete picture of the new view of IE was presented by Wolfgang 
Meid 89 in his 1973 lecture, cf. Meid 1975. In his chronological 
tableau three stages are distinguished in the development of IE: 
early, middle and late (cf. 207, 209, 212-213): 


I down to 5000 (or 4000?) 

B.C. 

II from 5000 (or 4000?) 

B.C. 

III 3rd millennium 


Friihidg. (or: 

Uridg.) 
Mittelidg. (or: 

Gemeinidg.) 

Spatidg. 


Late IE is already split up in dialects, and two large blocks can 
be recognized: 


Ilia Western type Illb: Eastern type 

Palaeoeuropean Greco-Aryan 

(Krahe’s Alteuropaisch) type 

Archaisms, so prominent in Hittite, indicate an Early IE layer; 
‘die etwas rezenteren, aber vergleichsweise immer noch altertiim- 
lichen Strukturen’ are Middle IE; Late IE are features, ‘die nur 
eine regionale Verbreitung und Produktivitat flatten’. He con¬ 
siders that the essence of his message can be conveyed in the 
following formula (213): 


Die Neuerungen des alteuropaischen Typs, also Spatidg. West (Ilia), sind nicht 
. . . Neuerungen gegeniiber dem griechisch-arischen Typ, den ich als Spatidg. 
Ost (Illb) ansehe, sondern sie sind Neuerungen gegeniiber dem vorausliegen- 
den Mittel- und Friihindogermanischen. 



46 


TRANSACTIONS OF THE PHILOLOGICAL SOCIETY 1985 


It was therefore a grave mistake to regard the Greco-Aryan type 
as the representative of Middle or Early IE which it certainly was 
not. 

To illustrate the value and the applicability of these general 
principles Meid then proceeds to discuss two important and vexed 
problems. 

The first concerns the present-aorist system, and the augment. 
In Meid’s view (214-5) the system 

g"'henti - eg"hent / eh hut 

was present in Illb only, not in Ilia; the opposition in the latter 
was 


g"’henti - g"hent / bhut. 

This system can be attributed to Middle IE and it survived into 
Late IE and the dialects covered by the term Palaeoeuropean. 

The second illustration concerns the development of the perfect 
and middle (215 f.) which, as revealed by the Hittite evidence, had 
common roots. One point should perhaps be noted at the outset. 
The middle appears in two variants, sek w etoi and sek w etor. The 
element r is Late and Post-IE although it is found already in 
Hittite, cf. kittari ‘he is reclining’. But for Middle IE in general 
only the basis of this innovation, the injunctive in -to, can be 
claimed, which itself already represented an innovation replacing 
the earlier ending -o, ablaut-variant of the perfect-ending -e. 
Particularly important is Meid’s further remark that of the two 
‘enlargements’ i is earlier since it appears in -r-languages also, cf. 
the Hittite /u'-conjugation or the Latin endings in the perfect 
singular, cf. noul from *gndw-a-i. 90 

2.2. Meid’s new idea was at once taken up by Erich Neu (1976) 
who was mainly interested in that part of the argument which 
allowed him to view features absent from Hittite not as lost but as 
developed after its departure from the IE stock (245). Thus Hittite 
becomes an important witness to a relatively early stage of IE. 
Whether Hittite separated off from Early or Middle IE (as 
suggested by Meid) can be left in suspense, but it is now pretty 
clear that Indo-Iranian and Greek are to be fitted into the 
development of IE at a rather late stage. 
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2.3. In his more recent work Adrados has attempted to 
correlate his earlier observations on the one hand with a chronol¬ 
ogy reminiscent of Meid’s, on the other with the archaeological 
theories of Marija Gimbutas claiming that the IEs were Kurgan 
people migrating from Asia to their later homes in Europe (cf. 
1982, and less systematically 1979). But Adrados now also tries to 
characterize his three periods linguistically. The emerging scheme 
looks like this: 


IE I 5th-4th millennia 

IE II from 3400 b.c. on 


IE III 


perhaps pre-flectional IE 
monothematic 
to Balkans and, 
through the 
Caucasus, to Asia 
Minor; the 
principal relic of IE 
II is Anatolian 
polythematic 
= Brugmann’s IE 


As to the linguistic characterizations, it is perhaps not superfluous 
to add that monothematic expresses the fact that verbs have only 
one stem-form (as in Chinese), polythematic that they have two or 
three (1982: 8). 

2.4. Georgiev’s early work shows no sign of the coming change 
in the eighties. As late as 1970 he apparently seriously held the 
amazing view that (1970: 546): 


Die erste Phase des Indoeuropaischen . . . hat viele zehntausende, sogar einige 
hunderttausende Jahre gedauert. Sie kann in ein alteres und ein jiingeres Proto- 
Indoeuropaisch geteilt werden. Die zweite Phase ist das Spatindoeuropaische. 

Five years later he maintained (1975: 5) that the Hittito-Luwian 
group separated from the parent language earlier than the others, 
and therefore could no longer take part in their common innova¬ 
tions. PIE originally had only monosyllabic lexemes (like Chinese) 
and had no morphology. 

But in his latest paper he also adopts a variant of the new look. 
He also assumes now three periods but they represent something 
radically different: 
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PIE 

I 

Friih-IE 

c.8-12 millennia 
last phase of Late 




Palaeolithic 

PIE 

II 

Mittel-IE 

c.7-10 millennia, 




Mesolithic 

PIE 

III 

Jung- oder Spatie. 

from beginning of 


Neolithic, i.e., 
c.7 millennia 

These periods are characterized by the following linguistic 
features: 

PIE I: univocalic, monosyllabic, no morphology 

PIE II: phonological system enriched, word 
structure developed, beginnings of a 
morphology; medium develops from Verb 
+ pronominal Dat./Acc.: CeC-moy ‘ich 
sage mir’. 

At the end of PIE II, Anatolian separates 
off. 

PIE III: In the second phase of Late IE (about 5/4 
millennia ago) beginnings of the dialectal 
differentiation of the other language groups. 

3. Naturally, many of the periods remain rather nebulous, especi¬ 
ally those which operate with dates before 5000 b.c. But questions 
have been raised on internal, purely linguistic grounds also. 

Schlerath (1982, 1984) turns against Meid’s idea that it is 
erroneous to view IE as a unitary formation incorporating all 
reconstructed elements into one temporal and spatial unit, and 
argues against his thesis as follows (1982: 180): 

Dagegen ist folgendes zu sagen: Die Rekonstruktion im engeren Sinne - d.h. 
also die Rekonstruktion von einzelnen Lauten, Lexemen, Morphemen und den 
sie verbindenden Bildungsgesetzen - ist die absolut notwendige Voraussetzung 
jeder historischen vergleichenden Sprachwissenschaft. Die Rekonstruktion 
fiihrt, wie gesagt, immer auf einen P u n k t ohne raumliche und zeitliche 
Perspektive. Es ist das Wesen jeder Rekonstruktion. dass in ihr notwen- 
digerweise alle diachronischen Oder dialektischen Oder sonst irgendwie beding- 
ten Unterschiede aufgehoben sind. 
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The reconstructed picture is a mass of reconstructed elements 
projected onto a single wall surface. For speculations concerning 
the prehistory of IE it would be necessary (196) to collect the long 
experience of many workers in the field so as to produce what 
could be called the typology of linguistic change. 91 As concerns one 
of the basic problems, i.e., the verbal system of Hittite, Schlerath 
thinks (1982: 201) that there are only two possibilities: the 
‘Schwundhypothese’ (i.e. Hittite lost numerous categories of the 
IE verb), and the Indo-Hittite theory; in his later paper (1984: 68) 
the second alternative is changed to read: or all other languages 
innovated in common after Hittite had separated out. 

I must confess that even after Schlerath’s acute observations I 
find it difficult fully to agree with him. 92 But I also feel that the 
disagreement between us, or between him and Meid/Neu is to a 
large extent about words. For it is clear that reconstruction leads 
to undated and unplaced entities. But it is also true that the 
aggregate that is amassed by the evidence of all IE languages - a 
rudis indigestaque moles - in itself demands a kind of valuer’s 
inspection: how do the various elements fit into a (sensible) 
whole? To take the problem of the Hittite verb, i.e. the problem of 
a language attested earlier than any other IE language whose 
verbal system nevertheless is so simple (or simplified?) as to 
militate against the view that it could have lost all the things that 
Greek and Aryan possess at the beginning. When Schlerath says 
(1982: 201): 

Die Entscheidung zwischen Indo-Hittite und 'Schwundhypothese' liegt allein in 

der Beurteilung des hethitischen Materials, 

one can only say: yes, but how is that to be done? And one can be 
forgiven for feeling that Schlerath’s true sentiments are expressed 
in the formula given in the other paper (1984: 68): 

Wenn das Problem mit den hier dargestellten Mitteln nicht losbar ist, dann ist es 

uberhaupt nicht losbar. 

But this is an agnostic view which in the long run will prove to be 
self-defeating. And perhaps it is better to hope: that further work 
will maybe slowly reveal that much that is not visible at first sight 
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(e.g. s-aorist?) existed nevertheless in Hittite also, or that the 
wholesale losses proposed by Pedersen are really too much to 
stomach, and rather speak for the lateness (i.e. the innovatory 
character) of much that is so beautiful and so wonderfully 
overpowering in the Greco-Armenian-Aryan verbal system. 


VII Homeland 

1. The reconstructed lexicon can without further ado be used to 
answer a further fascinating question. If the IE languages all 
represent variously developed forms of the same ancestral lang¬ 
uage whose lexicon can also with a high degree of verisimilitude be 
reconstructed, then is it too fanciful to imagine that the place 
where this ancestral language was spoken before the dispersal, the 
original homeland (for which the Germans, putting the com¬ 
positional potentialities of their language to excellent use, have 
coined the expression Urheimat) could also be determined since 
the lexicon provides evidence for the flora and fauna familiar to 
the Indo-Europeans, and some representatives of these are known 
to be found in very narrowly circumscribed areas? 

Before the advent of linguistic palaeontology it was generally 
held that the Urheimat was where Sanskrit was, i.e. in India. Later 
the Pamir and other parts of Western Asia were also held to be 
possible candidates until Latham hit upon the idea that the 
homeland might just as well have been in Europe. 93 The European 
thesis acquired more precise contours in the eighties when it split 
into two varieties. The view propagated by Otto Schrader (1929) 
opted for Eastern Europe, the alternative advocated by, amongst 
others, Hermann Hirt suggested that the arguments based on the 
beech-tree and salmon demonstrated that the homeland was 
almost coterminous with nineteenth-century Germany. The latter 
variant is still alive but mostly with a shift to Central and Southern 
Europe. Cf. e.g. Thieme 1954: 24 (: northern zone of Central and 
Eastern Europe); Georgiev 1956: 47, 57, 63 (: between Rhine and 
Don, Baltic Sea and Danube region); Crossland 1957: 21, 28, 37 
(: Danube region), 1967: 38 = 1971: 859; Milewski 1968: 42, 52 
with map (: Rhine - Don, Baltic Sea-Alps, Carpathians); Udolph 
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1982 (: Baltic area as centre, after W. P. Schmid); Trubacev 1984 
(3): 23 (: Danube-basin). 94 The most recent comprehensive 
treatment of the Urheimat-problem by Lothar Kilian (1983) 
argues that the so-called Palaeoeuropean hydronymy, created by 
H. Krahe, continues to furnish strong evidence for a European 
homeland stretching from the North Sea to the Ukraine (66, 71, 
159 f., cf. also map 66); he also presents an ambitious chronology 95 
of the development of the parent language (69): 

(1) from 10,000 b.c. Early IE (Uridg.) 

(2) from 5,000 (or 4,000) b.c. disintegration of EIE, 

beginning of Late IE (Altidg.) 

(3) from 2,000 b.c. individual IE languages. 

But the Asiatic homeland is not dead and buried either. The 
steppe of Kazakhstan is still favoured by Ivanescu - as it was in the 
inter-war period by Charpentier and Brandenstein - and Gimbutas 
also brings the Indo-Europeans from Central Asia to Southern 
Europe (: the IEs arrived c. 4400 b.c. in three waves). 96 

2. With the advent of the glottalized stops and the discovery 
that they had close correspondences in Caucasian languages, it 
could be expected that the changed situation would not remain 
without consequences for the Urheimat problem. And indeed 
already in his second paper Hopper advanced the following overall 
interpretation (1977: 51): 

The obstruent system of PIE has the appearance of a system which is decidedly 
Caucasian-like ... It bears close resemblance also to the consonant system of 
Semitic . . . These linguistic resemblances cannot be ignored in view of the 
aggregate of evidence pointing toward an IE focal area situated in the vicinity of 
the Northern Caucasus . . . 

In one of Hopper’s latest papers this is taken a good deal farther 
(1982: 138): 

There appear to be lexical as well as structural (phonological) links with these 
languages [of Southwest Asia] ... To these may be added Gamkrelidze’s work 
on South Caucasian and IE . . . Taken together, these parallels point to an early 
period of residence to the south as well as the north of the Caucasus. 
Archaeological, . . . and other evidence are all consistent with a proto¬ 
homeland in the temperate plain north of the Caucasus . . . The traits common 
to IE and Semitic, and IE and Kartvelian. are consequently difficult to evaluate: 
before settling in the steppe region to the NW of the Caucasus range, did the 
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Proto-IEs reside to the south of the Caucasus, or is the trans-Caucasian 
residence to be seen as post-dating the dispersal of the IEs from an original 
homeland to the north? 

3. In view of the considerable shifts in Hopper’s views, it is of 
some interest to note that the creators of the European variety of 
glottalism have never shown any inclination to place the IE 
homeland anywhere north of the Caucasus. 97 In fact, ever since 
the seventies they have put a quite different interpretation on the 
same facts thereby making it quite clear that Hopper’s conclusions 
are anything but cogent. 

As far as I can see, the first pronouncement on the subject 
by Gamkrelidze-Ivanov dates back to 1972 when they declared 

(p. 21): 

admitting that the IE homeland coincided with the area of the Kura-Araks 
civilization (Eastern Anatolia, Southern Caucasus, Northern part of the Iranian 
plateau), it becomes easier to explain the historical distribution and the 
migrations 

of the earliest IE groups. 

This theory is now fully developed in their joint papers of 1980c: 
23, and especially 1981a. The latter starts off (p. 11) with the 
following declaration: 

The historical distribution and the migrations of such important IE population 
groups as make their appearance first in the ancient records - Hittito-Luwians, 
Indo-Iranians, Greeks ... - are easier to understand if we are ready to admit 
that the IE homeland territorially coincided with the area bounded by Eastern 
Anatolia, the Southern Caucasus, and Northern Mesopotamia in the 5th-4th 
millennia before our era. 

For with that assumption the migrations necessary to bring the IE 
peoples to their historical habitats are reduced to so-to-speak 
manageable proportions. It is also remarkable that the dialects 
which presuppose a minimum of dislocation are the oldest 
recorded IE languages. Anatolian is not far from the old centre; it 
is also the most archaic (11). Their East-West migration is shown 
by the Eastern location of their most important early towns, as 
also by the myth that the Sun rises from the sea (Caspian?) or a 
lake (Van? Urmia?) (12). 

A more easterly location in prehistoric times is also suggested by 
Anatolian loanwords in the languages of the Southern Caucasus, 
Urartian and Kartvelian; cf. Ur. Siuini- ‘sun-god’: Hitt, siu(na)- 
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‘god’; Kart. *stum- ‘ear’: Hitt, istam-ana- ‘ear’; perhaps there were 
also borrowings in the opposite direction (13). 

After the departure of the future Anatolians, the Greco- 
Armeno-Aryan group was formed; and after the departure of the 
Indo-Iranians, Greek and Armenian still remained a unit in which 
they formed the well-known structural and lexical isoglosses 
(13-14). 

This early habitat means that Greek was brought to Hellas via 
Asia Minor. Among other IE tribes in their train there might have 
been Pelasgians but also non-IE, even pre-IE substrata which 
bequeathed so much of their lexicon to the Greeks (14-15). 

In the light of this theory the Asianic colonies, e.g. Miletus, 
would be among the earliest of Greek settlements (15). 

Varied loanword-relations can be found between Anatolian and 
Armenian, there are Aryan elements in Hittite, etc., and they help 
to make plausible Szemerenyi’s hypothesis (see above V 4.2) that 
the collapse in Indo-Iranian of the vowel-triad alelo in the single 
vowel a was due to Semitic influence (19 44 ). 98 

On the Eastern outskirts of the IE homeland, the North of the 
Iranian plateau must have been the prehistoric habitat of the Indo- 
Iranians from which the Indians continued through Afghanistan 
into NW India (19). 

The Palaeoeuropean dialects (Italo-Celtic, Illyrian, Germanic, 
Balto-Slavic) are responsible for certain loanwords passed on to 
Altai languages in Central Asia, and to Finno-Ugric languages 
further West (25 f.). This means that Palaeoeuropean must have 
come to the later dispersal-centre. South Russia, via Central Asia 
(28)." 

4. It is interesting to note that this vivid and imaginative 
tableau, or rather the preceding version of 1980c and 1981a, 
provoked lively contradiction from two different quarters. In a 
long paper, I. M. D’jakonov, the Leningrad orientalist, examined 
several aspects of the argumentation, and tried to show that the 
glottalized sounds were erroneously inferred, and that the 
palaeontological arguments concerning flora and fauna were also 
untenable, see 1982(3)-(4). In his view, the IE homeland was in 
the Balkano-Carpathian region. 100 Another Leningrad scholar, 
L. A. Lelekov, only deals with the first of the two papers discussed 
in 3 above, and finds that especially the evidence of flora and fauna 
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is unsatisfactorily treated. Thus the birch is a typical tree of the 
East European plains but not found in the Near East, and a 
previously unknown beast, an IE elephant, made its debut in 1980. 
The only season for which a name is unanimously attested, the 
winter, is surely not the main season on the banks of the Upper 
Euphrates. 

Even from these brief adumbrations it will be seen that 
Gamkrelidze and Ivanov will not have an easy task in convincing 
their fellow researchers far and wide. It is therefore all the more 
urgent that the long promised and time and again delayed magnum 
opus of the Soviet Dioscuri, the two-volume work Indo-European 
and the Indo-Europeans , be published expeditiously and be 
followed just as speedily by the likewise long-promised English 
translation. 


Epilogue 

1. Our survey has, I hope, given a vivid picture of the manifold 
problems that have exercised the patience and imagination of 
Indo-Europeanists throughout the world. Whereas in the first half 
of the nineteenth century IE linguistics was a purely German 
science, to which in the second half of the century scholars from 
England, France, Italy and such smaller countries as Holland, and 
last but not least America gained access, in our century the 
discipline has become truly international, and is now cultivated in 
every part of the world. 

2. But this expansion has gone hand in hand with increasing 
difficulties and defects. IE linguistics is based on intimate know¬ 
ledge of a few important members of the language family, say 
Latin, Greek, Sanskrit, to which later others have to be added to 
acquire a truly viable equipment. In the last century, Latin and 
Greek were part of the humanistic education; after eight or nine 
years, in England even more, a talented pupil could really feel at 
home in them. Today, this would be the exception only, and in 
many countries it would not be possible at all. This lack of long¬ 
time familiarity shows itself in a growing number of blunders, 
which in former days would have been unthinkable, and would 
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have been eradicated by knowledgeable and ruthless editors. 
Thus, e.g., for linguistic universal one encounters more and more 
frequently the modern Latin (but barbarous) universalium which is 
a kind of back formation to the correct plural universalia , but of 
course this is the plural of a singular universale , not of 
universalium. Parallel to this venture, a singular verbum simpli- 
cium has made its debut in the Festschrift Otten (1973) 147, 
displacing the regular verbum simplex. The saint who hailed from 
Aquinum, and was accordingly known as Aquinas, -ads has now 
suffered the indignity of being called Aquinatus , and that in a 
linguistic periodical! Since it is customary to speak of 1876 as the 
annus mirabilis, a less accomplished Classic has now ventured the 
phrase tempus mirabilis , see Sprache und Literatur (replacing 
Linguistik und Didaktik) 54 (1984) 2. 

But this deficiency in linguistic knowledge is often combined 
with a certain lack of care, of conscientiousness. Thus, e.g., 
German has a verb weiss ‘know’ and an adjective weiss ‘white’. 
I got a real shock when I first saw in a passage of my Einfiihrung 
the verb translated into Italian as albo\ since then I have found the 
same mistake in a translation into another Romance language. In 
both cases I have managed to eliminate the culprit - not to say 
criminal - but both show that the translator - who nowadays tends 
to be less and less familiar with the subject matter - is often unable 
to understand the text to be translated but he translates regardless, 
just for the filthy lucre. On the interdependence of historical 
linguistics and familiarity with the linguistic material (= philology 
in the German and American sense) see now also J. Arbuckle, 
‘August Schleicher and the Linguistics/Philology dichotomy’. 
Word 26 (1973) 17-31; D. Hofmann, ‘Philologie . . . und Linguis¬ 
tik’, LB 60 (1971) 205-16; A. Bernabe, ‘lingiilstica historica e 
filologla. RSEL 14 (1985) 289-99. 

A number of real gems are collected in the latest number of the 
Indogermanische Chronik (IC 30a (1984) no. 118), from which I 
gratefully cull the following. The IE root *ok- ‘consider, think 
over’ is translated in German as iiberlegen. Unfortunately, the 
German word can also be an adjective meaning ‘superior’. The 
result is that *ok- taken from a German source now appears as 
‘lofty’. When the IE root *pezd- appears as ‘to cause a wind to 
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blow softly’ one merely shakes one’s head at the awkwardness of 
the expression; but what should one think of the Latin verbal 
derivative pedd appearing with the translation ‘foot, furnish with 
feet’, a fruit of ignorance matched by equally phenomenal cheek. 

3. This decline of linguistic knowledge is increasingly matched 
by a neglect, or even incapability, of cogent argumentation. Some 
authors tell us quite frankly that comparative arguments need not 
be cogent, in fact there need not be any logical argument at all, the 
writer takes the liberty of just stating his position. Sometimes the 
attitude is stated in rather embarrassing terms. Thus, e.g., K. 
Shields concludes his book on IE noun inflection (1982) by saying 
that his data are subject to alternative interpretations but he 
believes that IE 

may well have undergone the changes which I have posited . . .; since Divine 
Revelation says nothing about the structure of the IE language, we can only 
speculate. 

As Thomason says (1983: 687): 

The implication here is that historical linguistic methodology imposes no 
constraints on hypotheses about unattested languages . . . Aside from problems 
with data and specific analyses, Shields' belief that one hypothesis is as good as 
another does not encourage the reader to take his reconstructions seriously. 

With increasing frequency proof is replaced by just stating an 
assumption or a particular position favoured by the author. Thus, 
e.g., Schmalstieg states (1982: 119): 

I propose next that at the earliest stage of Indo-European there were no 
transitive verbs, only intransitive verbs. 

In another paper he starts off with the following declaration (1981: 
243): 

This paper will present a brief speculative sketch of the manner in which Indo- 
European passed from an ergative type language to a nominative-accusative 
type language. The speculations required are surely no more extraordinary than 
would be for the creation of a language resembling Latin from the attested 
Romance languages. What is speculative and what is not speculative is merely a 
matter of taste, background, and the current climate of opinion. 

To my mind, with this kind of linguistic philosophy these authors 
have entered on a very slippery slope. Their relativism (: ‘any 
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explanation goes’), their conviction that it is enough to state 
something for that to become a valid part of an argument, without 
having to show that certain elements of the evidence demand 
certain conclusions, this purely subjective attitude without even 
the semblance of the evidence imposing some kind of interpreta¬ 
tion on the researcher is bound to lead to results which all nihilistic 
trends are bound to have, i.e. the disintegration of IE studies. But 
since it is obvious that they have a deeply felt love for their 
subject, I hope that they will return to a more rational way of 
treating their problems, to a way which others can also recognize 
as rational and do not find necessary to reject out of hand. 

Freiburg i. Br. 


Notes 

* This survey is an enlarged version of a paper given at the University of Munich 
on 4 December, 1984. 1 am most grateful to Professor Dr. Klaus Strunk for having 
made it possible through his kind invitation to test some of the ideas which are here 
presented to the general public. My thanks are also due to the TPS for giving room 
to such a long but hopefully useful survey. 

1. See Szemerenyi 1971: 11. 

2. ‘La decouverte de textes plus anciens des dialectes deja connus’ also came 
true in the early fifties when the Linear B tablets of the second millennium b.c. 
were shown to be in an early form of Greek. 

3. Cf. Szemerenyi 1980: 131; 1985a: VI 6.9; Burrow 1979 (with Szemerenyi 
1984); Tischler 1980. 

4. See various contributions by Eichncr, Oettinger, Mayrhofer, Peters, and cf. 
Szemerenyi, Kralylos 28 (1984) 56. -I (and many others) cannot take very seriously 
the laryngeals with palatal and labial appendices brought into IE phonology by, 
amongst others, Andrejev 1978; and Adrados (e.g. 1981, 1982a). 

5. See Szemerenyi 1964: 6; 1967: 72-84; and, for recent discussions, 1985a: VI 
6.8. It is amazing that as late as 1978 S. R. Anderson (see McCarthy 1982: 200) can 
still find a vowel-less analysis (at least in part) of Kabardian acceptable; cf. now 
Maddieson 1984: 417. 

6. As far as I can see, Kuipers, the main proponent of the vowel-less analysis, 
has never tried to answer the Soviet scholars listed in Szemerenyi 1985a: VI 6.8 
(especially Kumaxov); see now also Merlingen 1983: 58. 

7. On this reconstruction (by Bezzenberger and Osthoff) see Szemerenyi 1972: 
128 f. 

8. Szemerenyi 1972: 128 f.; 1980: 137 f. The centum-satem division has recently 
been treated by Gamkrelidze-Ivanov 1980b; Shields 1982; Bomhard 1984: 20-6. 

9. Szemerenyi 1972: 130 f.; 1985a: VI 7.2.3. 

10. See Szemerenyi 1973: 8 f., 13, 15, 16. 

11. For all these see the references in Szemerenyi 1972: 132 f., and cf. 1980: 135. 
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12. For later treatments by Gamkrelidze or Gamkrelidze-Ivanov see 
Szemerenyi 1985a: VI 8. Addendum. 

13. See Szemerenyi 1980: 92; 1985a: V 5.2. 

14. A third Soviet scholar, O. S. Sirokov, who has worked on similar lines, also 
deserves to be mentioned; for his work see Gercenberg 1981: 122 fn. 7. 

15. For these developments see also Normier 1977: 175 f.; Gercenberg 1981: 120 f. 

16. See Bomhard 1975, 1981, 1984: 5-10, 26-31. 

17. For these see also Birkhan 1979: 11—52. 

18. Against Winter and Kortlandt see Gercenberg 1981: 129-40, with a thorough 
check of their material. On the other hand, Haudry seems to be in favour of 
Kortlandt’s model in the paper reported in IC 30a (1984) no. 60 (3). 

19. See Back 1979; D'jakonov 1982 (3) : 4-9; Haider 1983; and (non vidi ) G. M. 
Green, ‘An argument against reconstructing glottalized stops in PIE’, reported in 
IC 30a (1984) no. 71 (2). 

20. But Shields 1979 is not a step in the right direction. 

21. For a slightly different interpretation of the MA (namely plvbb, etc.) see 
Normier 1977: 172. 177 f., as also Vennemann 1979: 573 f. 

22. But not in Madurese (on the island Madura NE of Java, see Gercenberg 
1981: 120), where the assumption seems to have been based on a misunderstand- 
ng, see Hopper 1977: 43. 

23. See Maddieson 1984: 29 f. 

24. Cuny even assumed (130 1 ) that root-structures of the type M-M did not exist 
because they had all been dissimilated to M-T! 

25. I do not understand how the recently advanced view (Gamkrelidze-Ivanov 
1980a: 31), that the traditional reconstructions *bhaghus, *bheudh -, etc., are to be 
replaced by *bdgh-, *beudh -, etc., can be reconciled with facts known from 
elsewhere. Surely, an original *bagh- would have developed to *pdg-, not the 
attested * bog -, in Germanic. 

26. For details of the hierarchy of force see Malmberg 1963; Vennemann 1972: 
6; Hooper 1976: 195 f.; Brakel 1979. - Haudricourt (1975: 269) gives a sequence of 
transitions (T—»’D—»D—>T) but this can hardly be generally valid. - The alleged 
development of ejectives into voiced stops is also criticized by Trubacev 1984 (2): 
25. 

27. The changes undergone by the different systems are analysed within the 
traditional framework in Back 1979: 186 f. 

27a. I have at long last (25.3.85) managed to get hold of T. Vennemann (1984): 
‘Hochgermanisch und Niedergermanisch', PBB(T) 106, 1-45. It advocates the 
glottalic view (pp. 14, 30 ff.) but, as far as I can see, all the points raised are covered 
by the discussion in section I above. 

28. For the following cf. Hirt 1929: 21 f.; Gercenberg 1981: 6 t”. 

29. On the syllabic accent see now Gercenberg 1979 and 1981: 39-63; 
Szemerenyi 1985a: V 2.5. 

30. Cf. Oettinger 1980: 46, who in fn. 8 also refers to the other members of the 
school. A modified terminology (with -dynamic as the generalized final element) 
was introduced by Rix 1976: 123. 

31. For the following see Szemerenyi 1972: 150-4; 1985a: VII 1.2. 

32. See Szemerenyi 1972: 153 f., and recently Watkins 1982; against Watkins: 
Lindeman 1983. 

33. As is known, Specht (1944: 310 f.) also assumed contraction in -a, -I, and -u 
but thought that the second element was an overshort vowel. I think that we should 
only operate with normal vowels (even the shwa is normal) or with loss. 
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34. For all this see Szemerenyi 1972: 154 f. 

35. See also Kurylowicz 1977: 141 f., and concerning his views on the case 
system see Agud 1980: 326-34, and especially Serbat 1981: 130-44. But note also 
that occasionally even Kurylowicz went beyond this reduction; cf. Kurylowicz 
1976: 165: ‘a une epoque lointaine la flexion nominate de l’indo-europeen a consiste 
en une simple opposition de deux themes, l'un correspondant au nom.-acc., l'autre 
representant un cas oblique de valeur imprecise.’ - The two-class system (: active - 
inactive) of Gamkrelidze-Ivanov (1981: 122) is something different: it continues 
Meillet’s bifurcation (see III 1. above). 

36. For these ’Platonic’ terms see Szemerenyi 1962: 7, 20; 1980: 9, 28; 1985a: I 
5., III. 

37. I only know his work from a review by Thomason (1983) and Bomhard 
(1984), just as Haudry’s Prehistoire de la flexion nominate i-e. is only known to me 
from Martinet's review in LaL 20/1 (1984) 127-32. 1 should perhaps also add Villar 
1974: 251-99 on the singular, and 303-32 on the plural and dual. 

38. On the historique of the problem see also Starke 1977: 25 f. 

39. For further details see Starke 1977: 28 f. 

40. As far as I can see Schmidt’s work has only been reviewed in Kratylos 23 
(1978) [1979] 63-71. -1 have not yet seen Hamp’s paper on the 1. and 2 sg. personal 
pronouns reported in IC 30a (1984) no. 45 (2); but on the 2 sg. see now also 
Melchert, MSS 42 (1983) 151-65, and Eichner, KZ 96 (1983) 237 fn. 25 s. fin. 

41. On other pronouns see now Szemerenyi 1985a: VIII 2-3. 

42. See Szemerenyi 1985a: IX 2.2.1-4. 

43. On the stative see Szemerenyi 1985a: IX 2.7. Addendum; 1978: 278 f. 

44. See Szemerenyi 1980: 301, 305 f.: 1985a: IX 7.1.1, 7.1.3. 

45. See Lyons 1981: 116-17, and cf. Szemerenyi 1982: 193 f., 201. 

45a. This type of verbal structure is said to be most faithfully preserved in the 
Hittite /ti-verb. In the Old Hittite period there is still a definite tendency to use with 
transitive hi-\e rbs inanimate (neuter) nouns as objects. 

46. See Szemerenyi 1985b: I B. 

47. This paper, published in the Dutch journal Museum, is known to me only 
from Royen 1929: 865. 

48. This paper, published in the Proceedings of the Dutch Academy, is again 
known to me only from Royen 1929: 871 f., and from the very detailed review given 
by Sapir, IJAL 1 (1917) 82-6. - Both transitive - intransitive and ergative - 
nonergative are criticized by Wilbur 1977. 

49. See Vaillant 1936. and cf. Szemerenyi 1972: 158; 1985a: IX 7.1.2 with note 
(17a). For an historique see also Seely 1977. 

50. See, e.g., Mescaninov 1967, and on his work in general Szemerenyi 1982: 
5 f., esp. 17 f. 

51. On Uhlenbeck, Vaillant, Martinet, and Savcenko see now also K. H. 
Schmidt 1979: 337 f. 

52. Szemerenyi 1970 - on which the following remarks are based - was published 
late in September 1970; Seebold's paper was delivered (see p. 185 note) on 21 
October, 1970, but published in March 1972. in plenty of time to take note of my 
views. 

53. In his recent monograph on personal pronouns (1984) Seebold repeats these 
analyses and adds some new ones. Cf., e.g., 103: for Lat. mihi ‘die beste Herleitung 
die aus einem alteren **meg-bhi ist’; 102: the 2 sg. ending -s is now thought to have 
arisen in the (ablative) *leD, which in the nil-grade form -tD developed into -s(s)\ 
43. 88 f.: repeats the recent phantasy - in mock modesty acknowledged to be ‘der 
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(lautlich allerdings abenteuerliche) Versuch' - that IE had a ‘Hoflichkeitsprono- 
men’ for the 2.3. persons, based on an adjective *s(e)ghu- ‘strong, powerful"; 95: 
speaks of the pronouns meltelse although the abl. twet (= tu-et) clearly shows that 
met is to be segmented as tn-et (i.e. em-et), not me-t\ no wonder that he still fails to 
see that meslt(w)es are plurals of em-, lit-', nor is it against this general background 
surprising that (104:) from the viewpoint of function (but also of form) he thinks 
that ‘von einem ‘‘Kasus-Bestand" im eigentlichen Sinne wohl nicht die Rede sein 
kann". 

54. Note also Risch (1980: 260): ‘Es fehlt also ein Ergativ’. The study in the 
ergative construction by R. Zwolanek (referred to by Risch in fn. 3) and the 
critique of the assumption of an IE ergative would be very useful but to my 
knowledge has not been published yet. - I have not seen Christol, ‘L’ergatif i-e.: 
une illusion", LALIES I (1980) known to me only from IC 27b (1981) no. 31 (24). 

55. But cf. reviews by Adrados, RSEL 14/1 (1984) 107-18, and Bossong, Lingua 
62/3 (1984) 239-47. 

56. Nevertheless, the ergative theory of IE will be with us for a long time yet, cf. 
Plank 1979, and quite recently K. H. Schmidt 1984: 49 f. 

57. Cf. also Vaillant 1958: 34, 256. 

58. See Szemerenyi 1974: 60, and the references there given in fn. 24. - I may 
note here that for the neuter -om Villar accepts (1984: 189 f.) Burrow's suggestion 
that it was originally simply an inanimate -m-stem, and not identical with the acc. 
-om. 

59. Cf. Lehmann 1983. For the preceding, ‘structuralist" syntax see the volume 
edited by Householder (1972), and Szemerenyi 1972: 168 f. 

60. On Lehmann see Szemerenyi 1982: 81 f. 

61. For Greenberg's work see Szemerenyi 1982: 85 f. 

62. On universals see Szemerenyi 1977: 347-53. 

63. According to Justus (1983: 97) ‘dating of Hittite texts argues for reconstruc¬ 
ting a PIE stormgod who spoke a verb-final language'. 

64. On the latter see Szemerenyi 1982: 186 f. 

65. A broad spectrum of past and current research was a few years ago presented 
in R. Schmitt (ed.), Etymologie (Darmstadt 1977) which includes eighteen 
selections from 1905 to 1972, and a fairly detailed bibliography. 

66. See Szemerenyi 1967a. 

67. See Szemerenyi 1985d. 

68. For the following exposition see Szemerenyi 1960: esp. 33 f.; 1980: 207 f.; 
1985a: VIII 5.3-6. 

69. Cf. G. Schmidt 1970: 118 f. (: *sibun-tehund—>sibun-tehund)\ Liihr 1977: 64 f. 
(: sibun te hund ‘7 (Einheiten) zu Hundert = in Bezug auf Hundert = 70", as if 7 
were 70!); Darms 1978: 34-48 (: tehund vrddhi of * dekint , as maintained by Joh. 
Schmidt, see Szemerenvi 1960: 28); Kortlandt. MSS 42 (1983) 97-104. 

70. Cf. Szemerenyi 1960: Ch. IV; 1980: 209 f.; 1985a: VIII 5.6. 

71. See Szemerenyi 1974a: 277 f.; and cf. Lejeune 1976: 143 f., 151; Szemerenyi 
1979: 296 f. 

72. See Prosdocimi 1978: 719, 859-64. 

73. Advocated by Lejeune 1976: 145 (: ‘prepose aux recettes"), and Duhoux 
1982: 111. 

74. See Lejeune 1972: 663, 666; and cf. Prosdocimi 1978: 1063. 

75. For the following see Szemerenyi 1978a: 149 f., esp. 158-95. 

76. For a detailed critique see Szemerenyi 1978a: 181 f. - Cf. also Barlau (1977) 



SZEMERENYI - INDO-EUROPEAN LINGUISTICS 


61 


who thinks that Germanic kinship is a mixture of kin and Omaha systems though 
the latter is in decay rather than clearly functioning. 

77. See Szemerenyi 1978a: 183 f. 

78. See Szemerenyi 1978a: 186. 

79. In my Kinship (1978a) I gave new interpretations for a large number of 
terms. Amongst others, I argued that the IE term for 'woman, wife’, *g"en~, was to 
be analysed as *g"'-en-, a derivative of *g"'u- 'cow', better known as *g"'ous. This, to 
some, perhaps, ‘shocking’, but structurally cogent, etymology was supported 
(76 f.), on the one hand, with references to old IE languages (Gr. hous, moskhos, 
Lat. iuvenca, Skt. vasa, mahisi, etc.), on the other with quotations from such 
modern authors as Kingsley Amis and John le Carre, to whom I may now add 
Somerset Maugham: in his short story The voice of the turtle, a woman in the mood 
to sing asks Miss Glaser to play an accompaniment, and when she remonstrates 
tells her: "Shut up, you old cow. Play something, I tell you’ (65 Short Stories, 
Heinemann, London, 1976, 172). Everyone would say: well, the ancients were 
close to nature - except when ‘everyone’ is a linguist, and - Itorribile dictu - an 
anthropologist! Thus Paul Friedrich thinks fit to comment as follows ( Lg. 56 (1980) 
188): ‘Now it is valid to claim this association for early IE. and there is additional 
evidence that the cow was a symbol of nourishment and the like. But the symbolic 
association (and the alliteration in the words) does not justify positing an 
IDENTITY OF LABELLING. And the main evidence, in any case, is in early 
myth and hymn - NOT in Modern (urban?) Hungarian, or contemporary British 
novels, or the other parts of Sz’s typological quilt.' It is rather surprising that an 
American has the cheek to drag in Hungarian when the author only gave 
supporting evidence from modern English novelists and ancient literature - his 
evidence was neither early IE myth nor an (IE?) hymn, as Friedrich imagines, 
innocently (or nocently?) overlooking the Cockney boy quoted by me in favour of a 
tilt against obnoxious Hungarians. But obviously he found the very notion of a 
woman being called a cow quite unacceptable in Chicago's good society. How 
prissy can a linguist or anthropologist get? 

80. For earlier work on Indo-Uralic see Skold 1927 and Collinder 1965. 

81. See Szemerenyi 1982: 145; Dybo 1978; cf. also Gercenberg 1981: 111 f., 135, 
138, 155 f. 

82. Cf. Collinder 1974: 370 f.; Gercenberg 1981: 111-16. 

83. The fact that Iranian (and Indian?) names with this change are found in the 
North Pontic region (Trubacev, VJ 1984 (2), 25 f.) is of course no difficulty seeing 
that many, if not all, Iranian tribes came into this area from the East, see 
Szemerenyi 1980b: 5. 

84. See Poliakov 1971, and for the following Szemerenyi 1978a: 125-49. 

85. But as late as 1975 Puhvel was still talking of a Celtic-Aryan-Anatolian term, 
see 1978:337. 

86. See Szemerenyi 1978a: 130-3. 

87. Szemerenyi 1978a: 140 f. 

88. Since the publication of my Kinship I had noticed Dumezil 1977: 96-102, 
108-10, 233-51, and Arbeitman 1981: 906-12, 916, 930-4, but without much profit. 
A few days ago (2 March 1985) I received through the author's courtesy Bomhard 
1984 where my 1978 discovery is given pp. 168, 250, without reference to me; it also 
seems that Bomhard regards the term as of Afroasiatic provenance. 

89. According to Untermann (1984; 152) the new theory was in its essence 
developed by Adrados but whoever cares to look at the references given by him 
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(fn. 47) will find that Adrados’ more recent work (note especially Adrados 1982) 
with its tight time-table is very different from his first attempts and not reached 
without Meid’s influence. What Adrados has consistently maintained since the start 
(1962: 150 f.) is that Hittite separated out early, and therefore does not show 
certain isoglosses of other groups. 

90. For further applications see Meid 1977, 1979. 

91. I have myself long toyed with a similar idea thinking that an ordered 
catalogue of actually attested changes in phonology, morphology, syntax, etc., 
might give decisive help in either finding the direction in which a problem should be 
approached or assessing the merits of a particular solution about to be offered. 
Alas, other work has always intervened, and now it is (for me) too late. But I am 
convinced that a work of this kind can today only be accomplished by a sizeable 
team. 

92. But I should note here that Untermann (1984: 153) subscribes to his views. 

93. Latham voiced this view repeatedly from 1851 on, see Pedersen 1962: 320. 
On the various views discussed in the following section see Kilian 1983: 28, 31, 37, 
40. 

94. A selection of some two dozen papers is offered in Scherer 1968. It is a pity 
that the following do not appear: Schrader, Joh. Schmidt, Charpentier, Specht, 
Brandenstein 1936, Devoto, Hencken, Passler, Thieme; and yet they could easily 
have replaced Kossinna, Mann, E. Meyer, Sofia, Pokorny. 

95. Such a chronological table might indeed be a good thing; for that reason I 
refer to a paper by H. Guiter (1983) which gives pretty exact figures for various 
events, e.g. 3200 b.c. for the separation of IE from Semitic. 

96. See Charpentier 1926; Brandenstein 1936 (: ‘die nordwestliche Kirgisen- 
steppe’); Gimbutas in Scherer 1968: 538-71. esp. 547 f.; and Gimbutas 1982. 
Gimbutas’ kurgan-theory is adopted by the knowledgeable outsider R. Schmoeckel 
1982. 

97. Neither of the two works by Gamkrelidze which Colarusso cites (1981: 476) 
breathes one single word about such a homeland. 

98. On the other hand, the assumption that Hurrian isua ‘horse’ was borrowed 
from Aryan, is, in this form, erroneous; as far as I can see the Hurrian word is essi- 
and this can hardly be borrowed from an Aryan asva-\ cf. also D’jakonov 1983 (3): 
28. 

99. Gercenberg (1981: 162) suggested that the IE homeland is to be sought in 
Central Asia where contacts with Altaic and Sino-Tibetan were possible. 

100. Closely connected with this paper is another on Armenian prehistory 
published in 1983. 
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Abbreviations 

(1) Periodicals are abridged according the list of Bibliographic Linguistique. 

(2) Among unusual abbreviations employed in this paper note: 

M(A) Media (Aspirata) 

T(A) Tenuis (Aspirata) 

(P)IE (Proto) Indo-European 

IC = Indogermanische Chronik, excellent and rapid IE bibli¬ 

ography in the Austrian periodical Die Sprache. 



